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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIR 

Tne legislation authorizing the Navy Broadway Complex project is the National Defense 
Authorization Act for fiscal year 1987, Public Law 99-661. Tne Navy and City of San Diego 
executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development 
agreement, which 'Mil include a development pian and urban design guidelines for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City cf San Diego must approve the development agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. 

Tnis document is the SIR, for which the City of San Diego is the lead agency. In accordance with 
Section 21083.5 of CEQA, an EIS may be submitted in lieu of an EIR, to the extent that the 
EIS complies with CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. According to Section 21083.7 of 
CEQA, when a project requires preparation of both an EIS (in accordance with NS?A) and an 
EIR (in accordance with CEQA), "the lead agency shall, whenever possible, use the EIS as such 
EIR as provided in Section 21083.5." 

Tae EIS was prepared to fully comply with the provisions of both NEPA and CEQA, and contains 
all discussions required by each act. As provided by Section 15150 of the State CEQA Guidelines, 
an EIR "may incorporate by reference all or portions of another document which is a matter of 
public record or is generally available to the public/ Tnis EIR incorporates by reference the EIS 
fcr the Navy Broadway Complex project Tne EIS fully complies with CEQA and the State 
CEQA Guidelines, so the EIS shall also serve as the EIR for this project. Tne EIS is being 
circulated concurrently with and to the same agencies and members of ihe public as che EIR. 
Tnerefore, a summary cf the contents of the EIS is not necessary within this EIR. T i e address 
to submit comments and request additional informadon is provided below. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEJND COMMENTS TO: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech Street, Suite 101 
San Diego, California 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR 

Written comments croisi be received a;; the above address by: $ ^ J^^ "'9SG 
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CONCLUSIONS TO EIR: 

An Environmental Impact Statsment (EIS) was prsparad to addrass 
tha anvironmental impacts of sach of the proposed alternatives. 
This SIR incorporates the EIS fay reference. The EIS addressed 
land use and applicable plans, transportation and circulation, 
aesthetics and viewshed, public services and utilities, ,,_ 
socioeconomics, the physical environment, biological resources/ 
air quality, noise, cultural resources, public health and safety, 
and energy and conservation. 

The preferred alternative, Alternative A, would include a 1.9-
acre open space area, a museum, and specific design guidelines 
consistent with existing plans. Beneficial impacts to land use, 
viewsheds, recreational facilities, and socioeconomics would 
result from this alternative; 

The proposed alternatives would include transportation demand 
management measures that would reduce the potential air quality 
impacts of the project. According to the California Air 
Resources Board, incorporation of these measures would 
demonstrate consistency with the State Implementation Plan.. 

The Regional Air Quality Strategy establishes a goal of 
maintaining a Level of Service (LOS) C or better to reduce idling 
of times and vehicular emissions. Cumulative development in the 
project vicinity would create congestion (Level of Service D or 
below) at six intersections. The proposed project would 
contribute a substantial increment to this congestion at one to 
two of these intersections. City of San Diego standards provide 
that this incremental contribution to the region]s non-attainment 
of ozone and carbon monoxide standards is a cumulatively 
significant unmitigated impact. 

RECOMMENDED MITIGATION OR ALTERNATIVES FOR SIGNIFICANT 
UNMITIGATED IMPACTS: 

The No Project alternative, which would retain the site in its 
currant condition, would aliminata impacts to air quality and 
traffic circulation.. Other alternatives" considered in the EIS 
would have similar impacts to the proposed project. These 
alternatives would have a cumulatively significant air quality 
impact, 

MITIGATION MEASURES INCORPORATED INTO THE PROJECT; 

In order to mitigate adverse circulation impacts, intersection 
improvements would be made in phases tinned to construction c-r. ths 
various blocks of tha project site. Tha imprcvements include th-3 
addition of turn lanes at the Broadway/Racific Ziighwav 
intersection and the signali.zation oi harbor Drive north of 
Broadway and the Pacific Highway/Harbor Drive intersection. 
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NOTICE OF PaSPAHATION (MOP) FOR A 
CALIFORNIA SSVISONMESTAL QUALITY ACT (CEQA) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT 

LEAD AGENCY; 

The City of San Diagoj California 

PROPOSED ACTION; 

Tae Department of tha Navy, in coordination with the City of San Diago, is 
propoaiag to redevelop i t s laad known as tha Navy Broadway Complex, The 
project site is located on approsiaiately sixteen acres ia downtown San Diego 
adjacent to the San Diego i a j waterfront and consists of eight city blocks 
that are bounded by Harbor Drive on the west, Market Street on the south, 
Pacific Highway on the east, and Sroadway on the north (see Exhibits 1 and 
2), The site is currently improved with a series of sixteen miscellaneous 
office and warehouse buildings containing in excess of one million square feet 
of gross floor- area. The buildings were constructed between 1922 and 1945.. 

The Navy is proposing to consolidate in modern facilities the general 
regional administrative activities of the naval shore astablishment in the San 
Diego area. These facilities are to be central to the San Diego naval 
commaads j the population of the San Diego area and regional transportation 
systems. '"The NavyJs objective is to redevelop this site through a public/ 
private partnership designed to meet the Navy's regional administrative office 
space needs in a manner ihat will compliment San Diego's bayfront 
redevelopment0 Approximately one million square feet of Navy office space is 
contemplated to be developed on the site by a private developer(s) for use by 
the Navy, Additional 'mixed-use (e,g. office, hotel, specialty retail) private 
development on the site will be allowed which is intended to offset the cost 
of the Navy-occupied space thereby reducing cost to the taxpayer, 

A conceptual master plan and urban design guidelines will be prepared In 
coordination with tha San Diego community through the City of San Diego to 
guide the development of the site,. It is proposed that the Navy and the City 
will entar into a development agreement as the mechanism for approval and 
control of the site's developments 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Prior to entering into such a development agreement9 the City of San Diego 
is required to prepare an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) in compliance vith 
the CEQA, The Navy will also be preparing an Environmental Impact Statement 
(SIS) for its proposed actions in compliance with the National ^nvirocmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), because of issues common co both ar:d to facilitate 
administration, joint hearinga and meetings vill be conditcied for the NEPA and 
CEQA processes. 

The EIR will be a full scotie icoument that vill cover .ill macters of 
percential environmental concern (an initial study is not attached to this 
NOP). The anvironmental analysis vill address, but not be limited to, traffic 
and circulation, land use and planning, watsrfrcnt access, aesthetics and view 



corridors, public services and utilities, socioeconomics s geology and 
seismicity, extractable resources, hydrology and drainage, biology, endangered 
species and critical habitat9 atr quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal 
zona management, public health and safety9 and energy conservation. 

Alternatives that are being considered include variations of privater~aad 
Navy development on the Broadway Complex site, Navy-only development of the 
site, development of an alternative site ia downtown San Diego, aad no action. 

CCMMENTS ON T32 SCOPE OF THS SIR; 

Tne City of San Diego is requesting any comments you may have regarding 
the scope of the environmental analysis ia the SIR, Because of issues common 
to both the Havy1 s environmental review and this process aad to facilitate 
administration, tha Navy Is designated to collect and disseminata questions 
and comments regarding this process to che City of San Diego for response» 
Please submit commentsD ia writing,, to the address provided below? 

Officer ia Charge 
Western Division 

Naval Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 

1220 Pacific Highway 
Sas Diego, California 92132-5190 

Attn; Captain Wayne Goodermotej CSC, USN 

Questions should be addressed to the same address or telephone inquiries can 
be directed to Anthony Prlncipi, General Counsel, Broadway Complex Pro ject 
Office, at (519) 332-3291. Written comments must be submitted by December 15, 
1933, 

In addition;, joint public scopiag meetings will be held to receive written 
and oral testimony from governmental agencies and the public about issues that 
should be addressed in the EIS/EIR. A morning session has been scheduled for 
agency representatives and an evening session for members of the public. The 
evening session will adjourn at lljBO P,M. or earlier, if all comments have 
been received. The scoping meetings will be conducted by Captain wayne 
Goodermote, the Officer ia Charge of the Broadway Complex Project Office* The 
meetings will be informal. .Individual speakers will be requested to limit 
their statements to five minutes. Written statements will be accepted at the 
meetings or they may be mailed to the address given above, 

3o-:h meetings will be open to the general -oublic at che times and 
locations indicated belowj 

Morning Session Evening Ses3ion 

ôvê iber 14, 1933 - 9'.00 a.m., November ii, 1933 - 7;00 p.a., 

City Administration Building City Administracion Building 
12the Floor 12the Floor 
202 ;C' Street 202 7Cf Steet 
San Diego, GA 32101 San Diego, CA 92101 

2 
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DRAFT ENVIRONiVreNTAL IMPACT .STATEMENT CEJS) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 
DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY 

Pursuant to Section 102 of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended (42 USC 
4321 et seq.), OPNAV Instruction 5090.1, and 40 CFR 1500-1508, November 29, 1978. . 

PROPOSED ACTION 

Redevelopment of Navy Land Known as the Navy Broadway Complex, San Diego, California 

T.FAD AGENCY 

Department of the Navy 

ABSTRACT : 

The Navy has identified a need to consolidate the regional administrative activities of the San 
Diego naval shore establishment in modern facilities at a site central to other Navy facilities in 
San Diego. The Navy Broadway Complex is centrally located on approximately 16 acres in 
downtown San Diego, adjacent to the San Diego waterfront. Tne site is proposed for 
redevelopment through a public/private partnership to meet the Navy's regional administrative 
office space needs in a manner that will complement San Diego's bayfront, while retaining support 
activities for the continued operation of the adjacent Navy Pier. Approximately 1 million square 
feet of office space is needed for use by the Navy. Additional mixed-use private development 
(e.g., office, hotel, retail) on the site will be included to offset the cost of the Navy-occupied 
space, thereby reducing the cost to the taxpayer. It is proposed that the Navy and the city will 
enter into a development agreement as the mechanism for approval and control of the site's 
development. 

The EIS addresses the issues of traffic and circulation, land use and planning, aesthetics and view 
corridors, public sen/ices and utilities, socioeconomics, geology and seismicity, hydrology and 
drainage, biology, air quality, noise, cultural resources, coastal policy consistency, public health and 
safety, and energy conservation. Alternatives assessed in the EIS include variations of combined 
private and Navy development on the Navy Broadway Complex, Navy-only construction on the 
site, development of the site in conjunction with an alternative location in downtown San Diego, 
and no action. 

CONTACT FOR INFORMATION AND SEND COMMENTS TO: 

Officer in Charge 
Western Division Navai Facilities Engineering Command Detachment 
Broadway Complex 
555 West Beech -3trees. Suite i d 
San Diego, California 92101-2937 
(619) 532-3291 

' COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS 

Written comments must be received at the above address by: '' ' ' • ^ ' ^ 
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PREFACE TO THE DRAFT EIS 

Tae legislation authorizing this project is the National Defense Authorization Act fcr fiscal year 
1987, Public Law 99-661. Tne Navy and City of San Diego executed a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) agreeing to enter into a development agreement, which will include a 
development plan and urban design guidelines, for the project. 

Because both the Navy and the City of San Diego must approve the development agreement, both 
an environmental impact statement (EIS) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act (NEPA) and an environmental impact report (EIR) in accordance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) are being prepared to address the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed project. 

Tnis document is the EIS, for which the Department of the Navy is the lead agency. Tne EIR, 
prepared in accordance with CEQA is being circulated to the pubiic by the City .of San Diego 
simultaneously with this EIS. Tae EER incorporates by reference the EIS. Tae public is invited 
to review and submit comments on either or both of these documents. 
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SECTION 1 

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED ACTION, ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS, 
AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

LI INTRODUCTION 

The Navy Broadway Complex is an existing facility in downtown San Diego, California, which is 
the location of the Naval Supply Center, San Diego; the Commander, Naval Base, San Diego; and 
several other activities. Constructed primarily between 1921 and 1944, the complex consists of 
approximately 400,000 square feet (SF) of administrative office and 600,000 SF of warehouse uses 
on a 15.6-acre site near the San Diego Bay waterfront. It is bounded by Broadway on the north, 
Harbcr Drive on the west and south3, and Pacific Highway on the east, and is centrally located 
amidst the 17 other Navy installations in the metropolitan San Diego area. Tne location of the 
Navy Broadway Complex and other Navy installations is depicted in Figure 1-1. 

In 1982, the Navy reviewed a plan to provide an efficient, upgraded, and centralized administrative 
facility for numerous Navy installations in the San Diego area. Tne Navy Broadway Complex was 
selected as this facility because of its central location, appropriate size, land constraints on area 
Navy operational bases, and adjacency to the Navy Pier which will continue to operate as a key 
military asset. The Chief of Naval Operations (CNO) approved this centralized administrative 
office complex concept (called co-location) at the Navy Broadway Compiex in 1983. Subsequently, 
it was determined that approximately 1 million SF of Navy office space would be needed to 
accommodate the regional administrative office program, and redevelopment cf the site would be 
necessary. 

Construction of Navy offices, or other military uses, is typically funded through Military 
Construction (MILCON) appropriations, which are taxpayer funded and Congressionally approved. 
However, the Navy began considering a public-private development venture whereby a private 
developer would Snance the construction of the new central naval facility in exchange for a 
ground lease for a portion of the site. In this way, the Navy offices could be provided at a 
reduced cost to taxpayers. An advisory group--the Broadway Complex Coordinating Group 
(BCCG)—was formed in August 1985 under the auspices of the San Diego Association of 
Governments (SANDAG) to serve as community advisors for the planning of the Navy Broadway 
Complex and to initiate consultation with local government authorities. 

A co-location program was introduced, which provided for the Federal Government to retain title 
to the property and to lease portions of the property for private revenue-generating uses that 
could offset the cost of Navy facilities. A key objective of the co-location program was to 
encourage private land uses that are compatible with Navy administrative uses and surrounding 
land uses. Federal legislation was passed in 1987 (P.L. 99-661) that authorized the pursuit of a 
public-private venture to implement the co-location concept on the site (see Appendix A). This 
legislation specified that detailed plans and terms of the development should be formulated by the 
Navy and the San Diego community through coordination with the BCCG. • 

Harbor Drive until recently was known as Market Street along the southern boundary 
of the site, and is occasionally referred to as such in the EIS. 
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Tne Navy and City of San Diego signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) in June 1987 
to help implement P.L. 99-661. The MOU specifies that the Navy and City will enter into an 
agreement for the future development of the Navy Broadway Complex site. According to the 
MOU, the development agreement will include a development plan, urban design guidelines, and 
phasing for the project (see Appendix B). 

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

Tne Department cf the Navy prcpcses to redevelop the Navy Broadway Complex with up to 1 
million square feet of Navy offices and up to 2.5 million square feet of mixed commercial office, 
hotel, and retail uses. To implement the project, the Navy is proposing to enter into a long-
term ground lease of property on the Navy Broadway Compiex to a private party(ies). In 
consideration of the lease, the Navy would obtain its administrative offices without compensation, 
cr at substantially below market value, thereby developing needed Navy facilities at a reduced ccst 
to taxpayers. The ground lease would be with a private party, and would allow for the 
development and operation of a mix cf private office, hotel, and/or retail uses on a portion of the 
Navy Broadway Complex, along with the Navy offices. T i e existing Navy Pier and rail lines 
serving the pier would be retained for use by the Navy. 

Tne development agreement between the Navy and the City of San Diego would guide the 
redevelopment cf the complex. Separate from this project, the Navy has already started a 
modernization plan to relocate existing warehousing functions on the Navy Broadway Complex 
to other, more modem storage facilities in the San Diego region. 

1.2.1 PROCESS FOR ALTERNATIVES PLANNING 

Proposed alternatives to the rsdeveiopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, have been formulated 
through an extensive planning process. Through the BCCG, as well as through general public 
responses to the potential redevelopment of the site, the Navy has prepared and refined 
alternative plans to provide a preferred development plan that meets the objectives of the 
community while also satisfying the needs of the Navy for 1 million SF of office space at a 
reduced ccst to taxpayers. 

The expressed community objectives for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex include 
the following: 

• Provision of a significant open space area at the foot of Broadway. 

• Opening cf access through the site to provide a link between the downtown 
core, residential arsas, and the waterfront. 

• Creation/protection of •'dew corridors along Broadway, B Street, F Slreet, and 
G Street' 

• Provision of oublic uses, such as a museum. 

Tne Navy had lo balance these community objectives with consideration of coastal deveiopmen 
policies and financial objectives for the project. In addition, che Navy needed to consider \ 
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transition of land uses from the high-intensity commercial office, hotel, and residential uses to 
the east and the waterfront to the west. i 

Tae Navy first examined a concept developed in 1986 as part of an overall study of Navy options 
for the site. Tne concept included nearly 5 million SF of development on the site, which would 
have been accommodated with several high-rise structures, approximately 400 feet high, 
throughout the site. The Navy rejected this alternative because it seemed too dense for the 
waterfront. 

Several other alternatives were considered during the planning process, each with up to 
1 million SF of Navy offices. A relatively large amount cf specialty retail was considered (over 
100,000 SF) within a mixed-use development that also included offices and hotels with 
approximately 3 million SF of overaU development. This alternative was rejected because of 
insufficient market demand for this amount of specialty retail, given expansion of the nearby 
Seaport Village specialty shopping center and proximity to a regional shopping mall (Horton 
Plaza). 

Residential use (860 dwelling units) was considered within an approximately 3 million SF 
development that also included Navy office and hotel uses. This alternative was rejected because 
it did not provide sufficient revenues on a per-squars-foot basis to offset the cost of Navy offices 
and would result in a more intense development to provide a financial return equal to other 
alternatives. 

1.2.2 SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES 

The potential alternatives were narrowed to seven, five cf which are consistent with the objectives 
of providing up to approximateiy 1 million SF cf Navy offices at a reduced ccst to the taxpayer. 
Table 1.2-1 presents a statistical summary of each alternative. Tne Navy's preferred alternative 
(Alternative A) is described here in more detail than the other six. A detailed description of each 
alternative is presented in Section 3, beginning on page 3-1. 

Alternative A 

Alternative A (Figure 1-2), the Navy's preferred alternative, would be developed with 
3,250,000 SF of mixed uses (including 300,000 SF of above-grade paridng). Tnis aiternative is 
intended to provide a balance between developed and open space uses on the site, while meeting 
the Navy's office space objective. Tnis alternative would be designed to maximize community 
objectives and provide for a number of beneficial uses. Such uses are described below. 

• A 1.9-acre public open space area would be provided for community use at the 
foot of Broadway, adjacent to the waterfront (see Figure 1-3). This area could 
potentially be combined with adjacent properties to create an even larger oper. 
space that could be considered a new waterfront gateway to downtown San 
Diego (Figure 1-4). 

•» Space for a museum up to 55,000 3F in size oriented to the maritime history and 
irJluence on San Diego would be provided (see Figure 1-3). 
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TAISLEi 

LAND USE SUMMARY OF i W p O S E D ALTERNATIVES 

Land Uses 
(in Square Feet) 

JNavy. Private 
Parking 

Alternatives Office Indtislihil Office Hotel Retaif 
Public Uses Above-Gmund 

Open Space Museum Floor Aread 
Total 

Spaces6 

Total 
Square 
Feetf FAR9 

A 

B 

C 

D 

E 

F 

G 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

^OOO/KK) 

20,000/ 
980,000 . 

(LOOO ĴOO)1 

1,000,000 

1,000,000 

650,000 1,220,000 

900,000 1,220,000 

0 1,220,000 

1,430,000 1,440,000 

0 0 

650,000 1,220,000 

405,753 601,276 0 0 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

25,000 

0 

25,000 

0 

85,000 
(1.9 acres) 

21,000. 
(0.5 acre)11 

0 

21,000. 
(0.5 acre)11 

0 

152,000 
(3.5 acres) 

0 

55,000 300,000 
(800 spaces) 

55,000 300,000 
(800 spaces) 

0 225,000 
(600 spaces) 

0 0 

0 

55,000 365,000 
(1,040 spaces) 

0 

3,105 

3,355 

2,455 

3,250,000 

3,500,000 

2,470,000 

2,905/1,205 2,915,000/ 
(4,110)' 980,000 . 

(3,995,000)' 

1,000,000 

3,315,000 

1,230 

3,105 

425 

5.45 

5.88 

4.15 

5.40j 

1.68 

5.70 

1,007,029 1.69 

a The requested Navy office square footage would be 1,000,000 SF. If not filled by (lie Navy, the remaining square footage could transfer to commercial 
office uses. 

b Retail square footage excludes ground-level support retail (hal would be integrated inlo private office and hotel uses, 
c Square footage and acreage are approximate. ! 
d Includes only (lie square footage in above-grade parking structures. 
e Includes both above- and below-grade parking spaces. 
f Total square footage devoted to above-grade, enclosed structures. Tlie square footage of open space areas is not included, 
g FAR (floor-to-area ratio) is the ratio of gross square footage to the land held in fee by the Navy (13.67 acres). Above-grade structured parking is 

included. Square footage devoted to surface and below-grade parking and open space is not included in the FAR. 
h Includes only the open space located on the Navy Broadway Complex site. 
i Figures shown are: Navy Broadway Complex/Alternative Sile and the total, which is shown in parentheses, 
j FAR is for Navy Broadway Complex only. 
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• Pedestrian corridors would be developed along E, F, and G Streets and would 
be upgraded on all streets surrounding the site so that access between the 
downtown core and the waterfront would be improved (see Figure 1-5). Access 
along the waterfront wculd also be improved by providing a midblock pedestrian 
passage parallel to the bayfront. 

• View corridors along E, F, and G streets would be opened to the waterfront. 

• Ground-level retail would be provided to encourage pedestrian use of the area. 

Tne anticipated mix of uses for Alternative A is shown below. Depending on market conditions, 
the square footage may be modified, with the overall square footage not exceeding 3,250,00 SF. 

• Navy office: 1 million SF 
• Museum: 55,000 SF 
» Commercial office: 650,000 SF 
• Hotel: 1,220,000 SF (1,500 rooms) 
• Retail: 25,000 S? 
» Above-grade paridng: 300,000 SF (SCO spaces) 
® Total parking spaces: 3,105 

Tnis aiternative wculd be designed so that the tallest buildings are on the northeastern area of 
the site closest to downtown San Diego, while shorter structures step down to the waterfront to • 
midwest and south. The tallest building would be up to 400 feet in height, with the other 
buildings ranging from 100 to 350 feet. Buildings would have a slender design to provide open 
'dew corridors. 

This alternative meets the basic project objectives cf providing one million SF cf Navy office space 
at a reduced ccst tc- taxpayers. Because a substantial portion of the site is devoted to public open 
space instead cf buildings, off-setting local government financial contributions would be needed 
for certain public infrastructure improvements (e.g., roadway and streetscape improvements). 

Alternative B 

AJtemative 3 (Figure 1-6) would be developed with 3,500,000 SF of mixed uses (including 
300,000 SF of above-grade parking). Tne intent of this alternative is to provide sufricient private 
development to meet the Navy's office objectives without financial contribution from local 
government for infrastructure improvements. Proposed uses are similar to Alternative A 
However, 300,000 SF more commercial office and 1.4 acres less open space would be developed, 
as shown in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). Tne 0.5-acre open space in this alternative would be a public 
plaza at the corner of Broadway and Harbor Drive. 

This alternative meets the basic project objectives. 

Alteraaiji've -C 

Aiternative C (Figure 1-6) would be developed with 2,470,000 SF of mixed uses (including 
225,000 SF of above-grade parking). Tne intent of this aiternative is lo emphasize rehabilitation 
of the existing buildings as the means for achieving the Navy's office objectives. Sdsting Navy 
buildings would be rehabilitated on the northern half of the site for Navy uses only, with hotels 
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on the southern half. This alternative would require the least amount of private development 
to support Navy offices without any local Snancial assistance. Unlike Alternative A, no 
commercial office would.be developed, and, due to space constraints and the configuration of 
existing buildings that would be rehabilitated, open space and a museum would not be provided. 
Proposed uses are listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). 

Tnis alternative meets the basic project objectives. 

Alternative D 

Alternative D is intended to evaluate how an alternative site for the Navy's office objectives could 
be developed. It would require private development on the Navy Broadway Complex site to 
generate sufficient revenue for acquisition and use of a second site. Alternative D would be 
developed with 2,915,000 SF of mixed uses, including approximateiy 20,000 SF cf Navy ofSces, 
at the Navy Broadway Complex, and approximately 980,000 SF cf Navy offices on a site in the 
eastern area of downtown San Diego (Figure 1-7). A minimal Navy presence (20,000 SF) would 
remain at the Navy Broadway Complex to support the Navy Pier. Proposed uses on the Navy 
Broadway Complex would be similar to Alternative 3 in intensity and layout-with 0.5 acre of open 
space—but additional commercial office and hotel uses wculd be developed in place of Navy 
offices to meet prcject financial objectives. No museum would be provided. Proposed 
development is listed in Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5). 

Tnis alternative meets ths basic project objectives. 

AJteraa&ve S 

Alternative E (Figure 1-7) would include construction, of 1 million SF of Navy offices on the Navy 
Broadway Compiex site and no private development Tnis alternative evaluates traditienai 
taxpayer-financed congressional funding for construction. Construction would primarily involve 
the rehabilitation of the two largest buiidings on the property, and construction of one new 
building. Due to the configuration of buildings that wculd be rehabilitated and the need to 
minimize expenditure of public funds, no open space or museum would be provided. Table 1.2-1 
(page 1-5) lists the uses that would be developed. 

Although this alternative provides one million SF of Navy offices, it does not meet the basic 
project objectives of providing the Navy offices at a reduced cost to taxpayers, because it relies 
on direct Federal appropriation of tax dollars to totally Snancs the project. 

AStemative F 

Alternative F (Figure 1-8) would be similar to Aiternative A, and wculd be developed with 
3,315,000 SF of mixed uses (including 365,000 SF of above-grade parking), but includes no 
development on the most northern of the four blocks on the site. The intent of this alternative 
is to maximizs open space onsite, particularly at the feet of Broadway. Approximately 3.5 acres 
of open space would be provided, 1.4 acres more than with Alternative A. In order to provide 
this additional open space, development on the other three blccks of the site "Vvculd be intensified 
(compared with Alternative A), and up to 500-ioot-tail buildings would be built. Proposed uses 
ars listed in Table 1.2-1 fpase l -5 \ 
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This alternative meets the basic objectives of the project; however, local government Snancial 
assistance would be needed for certain infrastructure improvements. 

Sternative G 

Alternative G (Figure i-S) is the no-action alternative, so there would be no new development 
on the Navy Broadway Complex. Existing uses that would be retained are listed in Table 1.2-1 
(page 1-5). 

This alternative does not meet the objectives of the project. 

13 DTSCRSTIONARY ACTIONS 

Development cf any of the alternatives would require a number of discretionary actions. Provided 
below is a list cf actions that may be required and for which this environmental document may 
be used: 

• Final project approval by Secretary cf the Navy and the United States Congress. 

• Development Agreement (City cf San Diego/Navy). In addition to allowing 
development of the project, the development agreement would bind subsequent 
developers to speciSc conditions and will provide mechanisms for periodic 
review. 

» National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit (California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board). 

• Federal Aviation Administration Construction Notification (Federal Aviation 
Administration). 

» Coastal Consistency Determination (California Coastal Ccmmission). 

1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SCOPING 

On October IS, 1988, a Notice Of intent (NOI) for the proposed Navy Broadway Compiex 
Prcject Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was published in the Federal Register in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) as implemented by the 
Department of Naw. A Notice Of Preparation (NOP) of an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) 
in accordance with the California Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA) was released concurrently. 
Tne NOI and NO? briefly described the proposed action, possible alternatives, and the scoping 
process, and provided the name and address of a contact person. The comment period ended on 
December 16, 1988. Copies of the NOI and NO? are presented in Appendix C. A copy of the 
NO? is presented in the EIR. 

Tne Purpose of the NOI and NO? was to (1) notify responsible asencies and the •''genera J p-ubiic 
about the proposed prcject, (2) solicit comments on issues that shculd be addressed in the 
environmental document, and (3) fester coordination and cooperation. 

In addition to the NOI and the NOP, two scoping meetings were held on November 14, 1988, to 
solicit additional public and agency comments. 
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Tne following agencies submitted responses to the NOI and NOP; 

• United States Department of Health and Human Services 
• United States Department of the Interior-Fish and Wildlife Services • 
• United States Environmental Protection Agency 
• California Offics of Historic Preservation-Department cf Parks and Recreation 
• Califomia Department of Transportation-District 11 
• California Coastal Commission 
• California State Land Commission 
• Califomia Department of Fish and Game 
• City of San Diego-Transportation Planning Secdon 
9 County of San Diego, Chief Administrative Office 
• San Diego Unified Port District 
» San Diego Metropolitan Transit Development Board 
• Centre City Development Corporation 

Copies of the specific NOI and NOP responses are available at the address shown on the cover 
page. 

1.4.1 SCOPING COMMENTS 

Responses to the NOI and NOP and comments at public scoping meetings requested discussions 
of the following topics in the document. 

La aid UsefFlsnnmg 

• Address compatibility of the proposed project in scale and character with the 
adjacent planned land uses. 

• Address consistency of the project and alternatives with the redevelopment 
plans and other relevant land use plans and policies of the City of Saa Diego 
and the San Diego Unified Port District. 

• Address retention of existing and future Navy water-dependent uses on the site, 
including continued use of the rail spur that serves the site, and planned uses 
of the Navy Pier. 

» Evaluate impacts on public shoreline accbss, with respect to the Ccastal Zone 
Management Act (CZMA) and the California Coastal Act. Evaluate the 
opening of E and F Streets and the extension of G Street to the shoreline. 

•• A d̂d̂ ess po^en^'a' ir^pacts ov- pedest^a"^ act'V'^'ss on the water^ron'''. 

i 

» Evaluate the potential use of public transit as mitigation for parking and traffic 
congestion impacts. 

9 Detennine the short-range traffic impacts of project development. 
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• Determine daily traffic, potential long-range impacts of the development, and 
a qualitative level of service analysis of affected roadways. 

» Include intersection capacity utilization (ICU) analysis at all potentially affected 
intersections. 

• Consider paridng demand that may be generated by the project, and any impact 
on adjacent cr nearby public and/or private cn-street and off-street parking 
resources. 

a Evaluate applicability of paridng strategies currently being considered in 
downtown San Diego. 

Aesthetics aad "Viewshed 

• Address the compatibility,.scaie, and intensity of the alternatives with all adjacent 
uses. 

• Address consistency of the alternatives with City of San Diego adopted urban 
design standards and criteria. 

» Discuss the effect of the project on view corridors. 

• Include a shadow analysis. 

Public Seirviices and Utilities 

» Include a discussion of the open spacs and public amenities for recreation to 
be provided onsite. 

• Discuss the sewage and wastewater treatment requirements cf the project and 
impacts on the Point Loma Wastewater Treatment Plant. 

» Discuss impacts of increased fiows from the project on the existing wastewater 
treatment system, especially on the system's ability to meet National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) or state-issued permit conditions. 

• Discuss any compliance problems that the City experiences with the current 
sewage treatment and conveyance system (enforcement actions, consent decrees, 
etc.) and the potential impacts of the proposed project on compliance problems. 

• Determine the consistency of the project with the Regional Watsr Quality 
Control Board's (RWQCB) new nonpoint-source water management programs. 

Ph^skaj 'Eiiviro^ment (Geology/Hydrology/Water Quaiity) 

• Discuss potential adverse impacts from any increased runoff, sedimentation, soil 
erosion, and/or urban pollutants on streams 2nd watercourses on or near the 
project site. 
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• Analyze the effect of groundwater pumping at the projeci site and throughout 
Centre City. Address potential underground contamination on the Navy 
Broadway Complex. 

• Determine the project's compiiance with state and local water quality 
management plans. 

• Discuss any impacts to beneficial uses that depend on the protection of water' 
quality. 

Biologscal! Resources 

• Evaluate shading afreets to the marine environment that would result from 
construction of structures located over or adjacent to the San Diego Bay 
waterfront. 

Air Omalifry 

Evaluate direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to biological resources. 

Analyze existing air quality conditions; describe violations of i-ederal and state 
air quality standards. 

Determine conformity of each alternative with the 1982 State Implementation 
Plan for the San Diego air basin. 

Evaluate impacts to air quaiity based on increases in vehicle trips and mileage 
associated with the full buildout of the oroiect. 

Otlt'iirai Resources 

* Consider Section 106 of "the National Historic Preservation Act, and its 
implementing regulations 36 CFR Part 800. 

• Evaluate the historical significance of the existing structures onsite, some ot 
which were built as early as 1922. 

Public Health and Safety 

Discuss whether any hazardous substances or hazardous materials are known cr 
suspected to be on the site, and whether they pose a threat tc public health, 
safety, cr the environment as a result of contamination of air, soils, or surfacs 
water or groundwater. Reference any studies the Department of Defense has 
performed or contracted under the Defense Environmental Restoration Program 
(DERP) or the Installation Restoration Program ( I R p y a n d discuss the 
oertinant findings of such studies. 
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1.5 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 1.5-1 lists the environmental impacts of each alternative and describes the impact as 
beneficial, not significant, significant but znitigable, or significant and unmitigable (i.e., unavoidable 
significant impact). A.significant impact is defined as. a substantial adverse change in the 
envircnmest. 

tally superior alternative. No environmental changes would occur with this 
alterr 
projt 
project. 

Alternatives A, 3 , and D are environmentally superior alternatives that include new development 
on the Navy Broadway Complex Each of these alternatives has substantial public benefits to four 
environmental resources: City of San Diego aad regional planning policy consistency, waterfront 
access, recreational facilities, and socioeconomics. Alternative A has a substantially larger open 
space arsa (1.9 acres versus 0.5 acre) at the foot of Broadway than Alternatives B and D, which 
would be a beneficial effscs associated with recently adopted regional plans intended tc guide 
development in the project vicinity (SANDAG Central Bayfront Design Principles). Therefore, 
AJtemative A is the environmentally preferred alternative that meets both project and community 
open space objectives. 

1,6 ISSUES TO BE RESOLVED AND AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

All environmental issues associated with aevelopment of any of the seven proposed alternatives 
have been addressed. There are no unresolved euvironmentai issues. 

The project, because of its iocation between San Diego's downtown and waterfront, has generated 
substantial public interest, especially related to the intensity of development of the sits and the 
prevision of open space at the foot of Broadway. These issues are discussed in detail in this 
c ecu men t. 
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Restiiiirce 
(Section in docuaiewi) 

AHanrmliva A AlierflHilve B 

TA1JI.E J.5-1 

SUMMARY OF liNVIRONMEKTAL IMI'ACi'S 

Allernalive C Alteraatlve Tj AHemadvi; R Altemaiive f AllernBlive Q 

to 
O 

Lund lU^e 
Cum pa lib iii iy 
(Section 4.1) 

Watcrtroui Avcesa 
(Stctif.ii 4.1} 

Project is 
uuvnpaiible with 
sunounding land 
uses and provides 
active pedestrian 
uses such as open 
space area (1,9 
acres), pedestrian 
totiitioirs, aiid 
waterfront museum. 
(h) 

Project would sub-
staniiaHy improve 
waterfront access by 
exlendiitg E, F, and 
(3 Streets through 
the site to the 
waleviront and 
providing 
pedes tiian-tirienled 
improvemsnls, (B) 

Same as All. A, 
except open space 
area is smaller (0.5 
acre), (6) 

Same as Ah. A 
except oo open 
space is provided 
and no museum is 
provided. (N) 

Same as Ail. B, 
except no museum 
is provided. (B) 

Same as Ail. A (B) Same as Alt. A (B) , Same as Ait. A (B) 

Compatibla with 
surrounding land 
uses, but no 
pedestrian 
amenities creaied. 
(N) 

Would improve 
v/aterfrom access 
across sile, 
alihougli access 
would be primarily 
ticross parking lots. 

0^ 

Same us AU. A, 
except larger open 
space area created, 
(B) 

Same as AH. E. (H) 

Same as Alt, A. (B) No atxess occoss 
the site to Ihe 
waterfront would 
be provided; cur
rent candUians 
would remain. (N) 

JB/664l)0(i]].S 

Key; Each impact is ibflowcd by out: of the following notnlions: 

B - Subsi««liV'l txincfkial ciwirowncntnl cbiinge. 
M - Hoi sifinificiiiil, i.t., enviionmenlat change is not subslinitial iini! adverse. 
S/M • Significant but itiiiignlile, i.e., environmenlal change is subsltinlinl Hnd adverse, and can he ruiligalcd 10 a level below significance. 
SfiJ - Una void able ndveree impact, i.e., environmental change is signiticant and cannot be reduced to a level below signifiennce. 



ffnyliomneniHl 
Rcs<im'ce 
(Section in dticumeat) 

AllerniiHvt! A Allernnttve B 

TABLE 1.5-1 (wiithmea) 

Altemalive C AHernalive 11 AKet native g Allernalive F AHernntivy Q 

Cons la I 
Development 
Policies 
(Sectiui. 4.1) 

Projeci is consistent 
with publit access, 
coastal development, 
and visual resource 
paticies of the 
California Cuastal 
Act, (N) 

Same as AIL A (N) Same as All. A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) Same as All. A 
althouEh the degree 
to w I rich access 
thiuugh ihe sile is 
provided would'be 
less than Alt. A. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A (N) None of Hie coasial 
policies for public 
access, coasial 
developmem, or 
visual resources 
would be 
implemented. The 
current condtlioiis 
would be retained. 
(N) 

San Diego Aisoda-
iiou of Covern-
ineuis Central 
Buyfront Desigu 
Principles Com-
pntibilHj (Seefiuti 
4.1) 

Projeci h consisteril 
with general 
principles adopted 
for developmenl of 
propeities located in 
San Diego's Central 
Bayfront. (B) 

The Jack of a large 
open space area al 
Broa d way Hi ai bor 
Drive (only a 0.5-
acre plaza would be 
provided onsile) 
would not fully 
meet the intent of 
contiibuling io a 
"significant civic 
place" at this loca
tion. However, 
such a feature, on a 
soniewhat smaller 
scale, could still be 
provided. All other 
basic guidelines 
would be followed. 
(N) 

A significant 
element of ihe 
guidelines, pro
vision of an open 
space area at 
Btoadway/H arbor 
Drive, would not be 
provided. This 
would subsianlially 
affect the ability lo 
implement a locally 
adopted plan. (S/U) 

Same as B, al
though no cultural 
features (i.e., a 
museum) would be 
provided adjacent 
lo the open space, 
which is an element 
of tbe design guide
lines. Other pedes-
Iiian amenities 
would be provided. 
(N) 

Same as C. (S/U) Same as A (B) Would not 
implement design 
guidelines, but no 
new development 
and no change from 
existing conditions 
would occur, (N) 

iWdWOM.HiS 

Key: Each inipiicl is followed hy one of the following nolotIons; 

B - Substantial beneficial enviroiirncnlal change. 
M - Not significant, i.e., cnvifoiimcnlal change is not substantial and adverse. 
S/M - Significant but miligabie, i.e., environmenlal diungc is substantial and adverse, and can be miiigatcd to a level below sigmficr.nce. 
S/U - Unovolduhli ndvcre^: iinpnct, i.e., cnvironnicnlnl change is significanl and cannot be reduced to a level hdow signiiicnncc. 



I .-! 
1 

to ^ J 

Environ mental 
Hesomct 
(Section io duiiuutnt) 

Sail Diego Gene cal 
Pluu Compulibilily 
(SetUon 4.1) 

San Diegu Ceulis 
City Community 
Plan Comj)ulll>Jli(y 
(Section 4.1) 

Ciiy of San Diego 
Colombia and 
Muriiia 
Red evil o pin enl 
Plan Compatibility 
(Section 4.1) 

Altertintive 4 

Mixed-use 
development of ihe 
sile is cons is 1 en i 
with land use 
designations for the 
siie. (W) 

Project crcales a 
strong linkage 
between downtown 
and waterfront and 
implements goals of 
providing opisn 
space al the fool of 
Broadway and 
wa t erf ro n t -or i en I ed 
1 and uses. (6) 

Provides a logical 
and complemeniary 
iransilion between 
redevelopment 
project areas and 
the waterfronl. (B) 

AKcinnlfve IJ 

Same as AIL 

Same as All. 

Same as Ait.. 

• / _ 

TAKLE i.5-1 (tnnfinued) 

AHemadve C, Allernalive p 

Same as Alt. A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) 

Navy office site in 
Centre City East is 
likely lo be con
sistent wilh land 
use designations. 

-Same as Alt. A 
with respect lo 
waterfront linkages 
and waterfronl 
oi icnlalion. (H) 

Would not provide 
open space at Ihe 
foot of Broadway. 
(S/U) 

Same as All. A at 
Ihe Navy Broadway 
Complex. (B) 

Navy office site in 
Cenlre City East is 
likely to be 
consistent wilh land 
use designations in 
that area. (N) 

Same as Alt A (B) Same as Alt. A (B) 

Altei native K 

Office uses are 
consistent with land 
use designations for 
the site. (H) 

Same as Alt. A 
wilh respect to 
waleifroni linkages 
and waierfroiu 
orientation. (H) 

Would not provide 
open space at ihe 
foot of Broadway. 
(S/U) 

Would be 
compaliblc with 
redevelopment 
projeci areas, 
although transition 
to ihe waterfront 
would not be as 
cnniplememary. (N) 

AlkruaiksJr 

Same as Alt. A (N) 

Same as All, A (B) 

Same as All. A (B) 

Allernatlve C. 

No developmenl is 
proposcdv so 
general plan 
consistency is not 
applicable. (N) 

No development is 
proposed, so 
communiiy plan 
compaiibiiily is not 
applicable. (N) 

No elements of 
curreni operations 
are incompaiible 
wilh adjacent 
redevelopment 
project areas. (N) 

JB/66400011.S 

Key: Each impjicl is followed by one of Ihe following noiiilions: 

B - Substinilinl beneficial environmental change, 
H - Not Mfciiificani, i.e., environmental chnnge is nol subsiantinl and advetsc, 
S/M - SignificHnl but rniligitblc, i.e.. environmental change is substanlinl and adverse, and can be mitignlcd lo a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidable adverse impact, i.e., environmental change is significant and ciinnol he reduced lo a level below significance. 



[fyivlrmi mental 
Hesonrce 
(Section in documetil) 

Allernalive A AHentative II 

TAHLIi 1.3-1 (continutd) 

A|t-Jn"j'lvg <', AHeniallvc 11 Allernalive tj Allcpiative F Allernntive (j 

Say Diego livbuia 
Design PiogrBM 
Cnriiputtbility 
(Section 4.i) 

Shori*'f*rm Tiiillle 
I iii pacts 
{Sedluu 4.2) 

Would implement 
pedestrian (along E, 
F, G Strecls, 
Broadway and 
Harbor) design, and 
open space (al the 
fool of Broadway) 
features provided in 
(he ci(y's program. 

Same as Alt. A (B) Same as Alt. A. (B) 

Developmetii of 
Phase I of ihe 
projeci (by 1995) 
would nol 
subsianlially affect 
any intersections. 
(W) 

Same as Alt. A 
wilh respeel io 
pedestrian and 
design fealmes 
along E, F, and G' 
Stieets and Haibor 
Drive. (B) 

Would not provide 
pedestrian 
orientation along 
Broadway as no 
open space would 
be provided. (U) 

Same as Alf A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) . Same as Alt. A (N) 

Would nol 
implement the 
design features of 
the city's program. 
(U) 

Same as Alt. A (B) Would not 
implement city's 
program, bui no 
change from 
curreni condilions 
would occur. (N)' 

No new develop
ment would occur 
by 1995, so no 
increase in traffic 
would occur. (N) 

Same as All. A (N) No new develop
ment would occur, 
so no. increase in 
traffic would result 
(N) 

JBA564O0on.S 

Key: Each impact is followed by one of the following iiotr.lions: 

B 
N 
S/M 
SAJ 

- SubsiiKiliaJ bcnelicial environmental chnnge. 
- Nol significanl, i.t., eiiviionrnentnl change is not submntial and adverse. 
- Significant bui miligfible, i.e., cnviiomncnlal change is subslanlial and adverse, and can he miligaled to a level below significance 
- Unavoidable ndveisc impncl, i.e., environmental change is significanl and cannoi be reduced to n level below significance. 



(Section iu documeiu) 

Allerttutivj A AUstaaiiaLB 

TABLE 1.5-1 ((.•ontinued) 

Alter native F. AUttmBlivy f AHernativq Q 

Long-Term 
Intei-scctiau 
Traflic 
Impucis 
(Seclioa 4.2) 

K 

The operation of 
several intersections 
iu the vicinity would 
be subsianlially 
affected: 

^ Orape/Pacific 
(S/M) 

« Broadway/ 
Haibor (S/M) 

*•» Broadway/ 
Pacific (S/M) 

«* Broadway/ 
Front (S/M) 

Intersect kin 
improve men is 
associated with the 
pi oject oi pro
grammed by ihe City 
of San Diego would 
reduce impaci at 
each intersection to 
below significance.-. 

Same as All. A 
except the 
intersection of 
Broadway/1 larbor 
would also be 
adversely affeclcd. 
IiUerseclkin tm-
p rove me uls associ
ated with the pro
ject or pro
grammed by Ihe 
Cily of San Diego 
would reduce 
impact al each 
inieiseciion lo 
below Kignificance, 
(S/M) 

Same as All. B. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL 
(S/M) 

Same as Ait, A 
(S/M) 

No new develop
menl will occur so 
iherc will be no 
increase in traffic. 
(N) 

.(B/664(J(10n.S 

Key: Each impaci Is followed by one of the following iiotalions: 

B 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- SubstnntiKl beneficial eiivivontiicnlnl chnnge. 
- Nol significanl, i.e., cfiviioiimenlnl change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
- Sigrfificanl but rnitigable. i.e., environmenlal change is substanlinl and adverse, and can be miligaled lo a level below significance 
•• Unavoidiiblc adverse impact, i.e., environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced lo a level below significance. 

• i . 
I 



Environ mental 
lU-snnice 
(Section in ctocunmnt) 

AUtr/iiillv^ A AHernulive B 

TABLE LSI (cfiniiniicd) 

Allenuilive C Allernalive H Allernnllve E Alternutive F Alternative <7 

Long-Terrti 
KoDdway Seyriaeitt 
I in pacts 
(Secliuu 4.2) 

Subsianlial traffic 
will contribute to 
overcapacity 
conditions along 
several segments of 
roadway. 

w Pacific Highway 
south of 
Broadway (S/M) 

*> First Avenue 
south of Ash 
(S/M) 

Planned improve-
me 11 Is along First 
Avenue would 
reduce to below 
significance 
expected impacts 
along the segniem 
south of Ash. 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M and S/U) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M and S/U) 

Subsianlial traffic 
will contiibute to 
overcapacity condi
tions in vicinity of 
Navy Broadway 
Complex along 
Pacific Highway 
south of Broadway. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M and SAJ) 

Same as Alt, A. 
(S/M and SAJ) 

No new 
development will 
occur so there will 
be no increase in 
UafTlc. (N) 

JB/664(H)011.5 

Key: Each inipiict is fallowed by one of Ihu following notations: 

B - Snbsiantial bcnefidal etivhonmcnlal chnnge. 
N - Nol significanl, i.e., enviranmcnliil change is nol subsianlial nntl adverse. 
S/M - Significant bui miiigable, i.e., uiivironnienlal change is substnnlial and adverse, and can be miligaled lo a level below Kignificance. 
S/U - Untmiidable adveise impncl, i.e., environmenlal change is significanl and cannot he reduced lo a level below significance. 



IKriviroiuneniiil 
Kcsomce 
(Secliou iu ducunienl) 

^licrnnltw! A Alleinullve U 

TABLE: 1-5-1 (continued) 

Allernatlve C AHernallve f) Ahernniive E Alternative y AllernnUve G 

Parking Impucis 
(Swiion 4.2) 

Vkn-shed Impads 
(SfL'tloii 4.3) 

C3\ 

Wilh impiemen-
tation of a Travel 
Demand Mnnage-
ment program, 
sufficient parking 
would be provided 
io meet paiking 
demands onsile. (N) 

Viewshed would be 
ullered by replacing 
or upgrading the 
existing buildings 
wilh more intensive 
development. 
Projeci would be 
designed to be 
visually compatible 
wilh the sur
rounding viewshed; 
would beneficially 
alTcct viewshed by 
opening up view 
corridors along 
Bioadway and £, F, 
and G streets. (B) 

Same as Alt. A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) Same as All, A, 
except S percent of 
Ihe parking for the 
Centre Cily East 
sile would be 
provided in offsite 
facilities in that 
area'. (N) 

Same as Alt, A (B) Same as Alt. A (B) Same as Alt. A. (6) 

Same as Alt. A (N) Same as Alt. A (N) 

The sile would 
appear visually 
similar from most 
views, so would not 
be a substantial 
change from 
curreni conditions. 
However, view 
obstructions across 
ihe site from G 
Street toward the 
waterfront would 
be removed. (N) 

Same as AIL A, 
except development 
on Block 2 may 
substantially 
contrast with the 
scale of 
Eurrounding 
development, 
introducing an up 
lo 500-fool-high 
building ihat would 
stand out from 
certain slreel-end 
viewpomls. May 
substantially 
comrasl wilh 
surrounding 
development. (S/U) 

Curreni parking 
conditions would 
remain unchanged. 
(N) 

There would be no 
change from 
curreni conditions 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

JB/6640C10H.S 

Key: Each inifincl is followed by one of the following notations; 

D - Subslimiinl beneficial cnvironmcnln) change. 
M - Nol significant, i.e., cnvifonmcntal change is not substantial and adverse. 
S/M - Significanl but initigabte, i.e., cnvironmcnlul change is substnnlial and adveise, and can he mitigated lo a level below sigiiificancc. 
S/U - Unavnidiibtc adverse impncl, i.e., cnvironnicnlnl change is significant and cannot fcc reduced lo a level below significance. 



Eiivlroiri mental 
Rsscmrce 
(Section iu ddciiBieni) 

Alieruiitive A Alternative B 

TABLE LSI (conlinned) 

Alierfiutlve C AlleiTiallvn: D AUenialtve E Allernalive F AHernaliv^} 

Shading Impacts 
(SerrJlou 4 J ) 

Police Protectiou 
(Section 4.4.) 

Substaniially larger 
shadows would be 
casl fiom the sile. 
Because Hie pi oject 
area climale is 
generally moderate, 
shade is nol, itself, 
considered adverse. 
No substantia! 
shadows would be 
cusl on any resi-
diiiitial uses. (N) 

Police proiection 
can be provided io 
tbe site wilhonl 
substantially 
affecting the ability 
of Ihe San Diego 
Polics Deparinienl 
io piovide services 
lu ihe projeci 
vicinity. (N) 

Same as All. A (N) Same as All. A 
although shadows 
would be less than 
wilh A (N) 

Same as Alt. A (N) Shadows would not 
be substantially 
greater Hum 
current condilions 
as only 50 feet in 
height would be 
added on one 
structure. (N) 

Same as Alt. A. 
although shadows 
associaled wilh 
Block 2 develop
ment would be 
longer than All, A. 
(N) 

There would be no 
change from 
current conditions, 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

Same as Alt. A (M) Same as Alt. A (W) Same as All. A (N) Same as All. A (W) Same as Alt. A (N) Same as Alt A (N) 

JB/664CK)01LS 

K. iy: Each nnpacl is followed by one of the following notnlions: 

B 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Subsiiuitinl bciielicia! environmental change. 
- Nol significanl, i.e., environmenlal change is not substantial and adveise. 
- Significant bui miiigable, i.e.. environmental change is substanlinl and adverse, and can he mitigated lo a level below significance. 
- Unavoidiiblc adverse impncl, i.e., environmental change is significant and cannot be reduced lo a level below significance. 



Elnvitromnental 
It eft n 11 re e 
{Section In docuineiit) 

AMcrimiivu A Allci native B 

TABLE l.S-1 (conllnued) 

Alternative C Altemuiive D Allcinatlve K Altemalive F Alternative Q 

Fire Pi-olecliiiu 
(Bectioo 4.4) 

Fire protection 
devices (e.g., roof 
sprinklers) that will 
be required will 
provide sufficient 
proiection under 
current water tlow 
pressures to the sile 
(2.5U0 gallons/ 
iniuule). Sufficient 
fire protection 
persunnel arc 
available in ihe area 
to provide 
emergency services 
to lh£ siie wilhoul 
affecting the ability 
io provide services 
lo the project 
vicinity. (N) 

Same as Alt, A 
(N) 

Same as All. A. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A, 
(N) 

No changes in ihe 
odsting condilions 
would occur, so no 
affect an fire 
proleciion would 
occur. (N) 

JB/6<54OO0n.S 

Key: Each impact h followed by one of the following notations: 

B - Subsianlial beneficial environmental change. 
N - Not signillcanl, i.e., environmental change is not subsianlial and adverse. 
S/M - Sigiiificanl but miligal'le. i.e., environmental change is subsianlial Bnd adverse, ami can be miligaled lo a level below signi ilea ncc. 
S/U - Unavoidable ndveiic impncl, i.e., environmental change is significnnl and cannot tic reduced to a level below significance. 



Itesimice 
(Section in duciimeiit) 

AHernative A A|ier| int lve )) 

TABLE 1.51 [conlinned) 

Allertiative Cr Allernntive 1) Allernalive E Allernntive p Allernntive G 

Schools 
(Section 4.4) 

ftecreiitioual 
Facilities 
(Secti^a 4.4) 

The number of Navy 
personnel in Ihe 
region would remain 
unchanged, /ui 
influx of new uon-
aiililary personnel 
could cause 
secondary impacts 
that contribute 
cumulalively lo 
schools in the San 
Diego area that are 
near or over ca-
puciiy. School fees 
for private develop
menl would be 
iuipleraenled. (S/M) 

Wo existing 
recreation facilities 
would be advereety 
affected. A 
significant opi:ri 
space area (1.9 
acjes) would be 
piovided at Ihe foot 
of Broadway. (B) 

Same as Ail. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AH. A 
(S/M) 

Mililaiy personnel 
in Ihe region would 
relocate to the sile. 
No increase in re
gional employment 
would result, so no 
incicase in students 
would he expected. 
(N) 

Same as All. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
except ihe open 
space area at the 
foot of Bioadway 
would be smiiller 
(O.Sacie). (B) 

No existing 
iccrealion facilities 
would be adversely 
affected. (N) 

Same as Alt. B. 

(B) 
Same as Alt. C 
(N) 

Same as All, A, 
except a larger 
open space area 
(3.5 acres) would 
be placed at Ihe 
fool of Broadway. 
(B) 

No changes in the 
existing conditions 
would occur, so no 
affect on schools 
would occur. (N) 

No change fiom 
existing conditions 
would result, so 
there would be no 
impact. (N) 

JB/664(!tl0li.S 

Key: End] irnpiict r.s followed by one of the following notnlions; 

B - Suhstanlial beneficial eiiviionmental change. 
N - Mol significanl. i.e., environmentnl change is not subsianlial and adveise. 
S/M •• Significnnl-but miiigable, i.e., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be miligaled lo a level below signifitauce. 
S/U -• Unavoidnblt: adverse impact, i.e.. ciivironmenlal change is significant and cannot be reduced lo n level below significance. 



TABLE 1.5-1 (c(intiniied) 

O 

^(ivho.in.eiilial 
Jtesnurtf 
(Secliun f>i dociiiiieul) 

Wulef (SttciiOH 4.4) 

Was le water 
(Section 4.4) 

Atlei'Kiallvc ft 

Existing v/aier 
supplies and 
conveyance facilities 
are suillcieni to 
provide water 
services lo the site. 
(N) 

Existing sanitary 
sewer lines are not 
sufficient to Irans-
porl the increased 
amounts of waslc-
waler from the sile, 
so would need lo be 
opgradctl, (S/M) 

The Poinl Lama 
Wastewaler Trcal-
nienl Plant has 
sufficient capacity to 
accommodute 
projeci tlowa 
vAlUout adversely 
affecting Ihe plant's 
ability to provide 
services or ils ability 
to eventually meet 
clean water 
standards. (N) 

Altenramt Ii 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A. 
(H) 

' ' 

AUeniutiv* C 

Same as Alt, A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Allernalive l> 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Aim-native F. 

Same as All. A. 
(N) 

A reduced amount 
of wastewater than 
currenily generated 
would result from 
this allernalive, and 
it could be handled 
by existing convey. 
ance facilities. (N) 

Same as All. A, • 
except the net flow 
from the site would 
be less lhan current 
condilions. (N) 

Alteninlivi; P 

Same as Alt. A 
(H) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Allcrnutive; G 

There would be no 
change from 
existing condilions, 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

There would be no 
change fiom exist
ing conditions, so 
no impact would 
occur. (N) 

There would be no 
change from 
existing conditions, 
so no impact would 
occur. (N) 

16/664(1(101 l.S 

Key: Each impact is fol lowed by one o f ihe following notalions: 

B - Subsianlial beneficial envi ionmcnla l change. 
N - Not significant, i.e., enviicinmental change is not substantial and adveise. 
S/M - Signif icanl but nnilgablc, i.e., environmenlal change is substantial and adverse, and can be miligaled to a level below significance. 
S/U •• Unavoidi iblc netverse impact, i.e., cnvlronmcnint change is significant and cannot be reduced lo a level below significance. 



TABLE! i.S-l (conlinned) 

Fiiviruumentul 
Kesiinrce 
(Seelion in ducumenl) 

Solid Waste 
Disposal 
(Section 4.4) 

Socluecouo ruled 
(Section 4.5) 

ftiienmlive A 

ELxiniing and 
planned landfills 
would be able lo 
acconnnodaie solid 
wasle generated by 
the project wilhoul 
subsianlially ut feel
ing tbe ability to 
handle solid waste in 
the region. (N) 

An esliraaied 8,70(1 
new cmployrncnl 
opportunities would 
be created al the 
Havy Broadway 
Complex, a positive 
effect on job 
forrnaliou in 
downtown San 
Diego. (B) 

Alternative B 

Same as Ail. A. 
(N) 

Same as Ait. A, 
except 11.900 new 
employmeul 
opporlunilies would 
be created. (B) 

Allernalive C 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A, 
excepl 5,800 new 
employmcnl 
opporlunilies would 
be created. (B) 

Allernntive f) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(N) 

Same as All, A, 
except 14,500 new 
employment 
opportunities would 
be created. (B) 

AlteiTiallvc E 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A, 
except 6,700 new 
employment 
opportunities would 
be created on the 
Navy Broadway 
Complex. 
However, these 
personnel would be 
relocated from 
other bases in (lie 
region, (N) 

Allernatlve F 

Same as Alt. A. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A. 

(B) 

Altemuiive O 

There would be no 
change from 
existing condilions, 
so no impact to 
landfills would 
occur. (N) 

No changes in 
etnploymenl would 
occur. (N) 

JO/66400011.S 

Key: Ench impact is followed by one of the following notalions: 

0 - Subsianlial beneficial environmenlal change. 
N - Nol significant, i.e., euvironmenlaj change is nol subsiantinl and adverse, 
S/M - Significanl but rnitigable, i.e., environmenlal change is substanlinl and adverse, and can be milignlcd to a level below signillcancc. 
S/U - Unavoidnlilc adverse impacl, i.e., environmenlal change is significant nnd cannot he reduced lo a level below significance. 



Eiivit-omiieiita) 
Kesonrce 
(Seclioa in doeorneot) 

Aller.mtive A Allefnulive B 

t'ABLE 1.5-1 (continued) 

AHeriintlve C AUemnllve II ABgrnntlve g AHernutjve F Allemative G 

Eiosion 
(Section 4.6) 

Seisniicliy 
(Section 4.6) 

During construction 
onsile soils would be 
exposed to rain and 
other hydraulic 
forces that could 
evenlually convey 
sediments to the 
ocean, potentially 
significantly 
affecling mfirine life. 
An erosion control 
plan would be 
implcmenled. (S/M) 

There is flic 
poienljal that a 
branch of the active 
Rose Canyon fault 
may bisect the site. 
The projeci could 
be subjected lo 
severe seismic 
shaking, wilh a 
potential onsile 
Ikjuefaciton hazard. 
Compliance with 
building codes 
would be necessary. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(S/M) 

No new construc
tion would occur, 
so no impacts lo 
erosion would 
result. (N) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

No new construc
tion would occur, 
so there would be 
no change from 
cm rent conditions. 
(N) 

JB/66'f000Jl.S 

Key: Each impact ts followed by one of ihe following nolnlions: 

B - Substantial beneficial environmental chnnge. 
hi - Not significant, i.e., envhonincntal change is not substanlinl and ndvenie, 
S/M • Significanl but miiigable, i.e., environmental change is subslnntinl nnd adverse, and can he milignlcd to a level below significance 
S/U - Unfivoidnble adverse impncl, i.e., envltunmenlal chnnge is significant nnd ennnot be reduced to a level below signifiennce. 



JiitYiroiujieiuiai 
Resource 
(Seclion iu docuioent) 

ftHurtiutiva A AUeomiveJ! 

TABLE l.S-l (coniiiiued) 

AHeiyative C Allernnllve ti Alternailvt; E Allernntive F Alicrnulive ft 

Extractable 
Reaoiirces 
(Sectiun 4.6) 

Hydrology 
(Seelion 4.6) 

RuuolY Wnl«r 
Qunlity 
(Section 4.6) 

No known 
extractable lesources 
are located oo or 
be-ncalh the sile. 
(ft) 

Because the projeci 
sile is already 
covered wilh 
impervious 
materials, no 
increase in runoff 
from the site would 
result. (N) 

Accidental fuel spills 
during construction 
could conlann'usle 
water qualiiy. 
Notificalion of 
public officials and 
immedhiSc cleanup 
would be necessary 
in this unlikely 
instance. (N) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
IN) 

Same as Alt, A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(i-i) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A. 

(") 
Same as AH. A 
(H) 

Same as AJL A 
(N) 

Same as All. A In 
addition, no new 
dcveiopmeni would 
occur. (N) 

No change in 
current conditions 
would occur so 
there would be no 
increase in runoff 
(N) 

No new consiruc 
lion would occur, 
so there would be 
no potential impact. 
(ti) 

JB/6640001I.S 

Key: Each impnet is lUloufed by one of Ihe following notations: 

B - Subsianlial beneficial environinental change, 
N - Not significant, i.e., environmental change is nol substnnlial nnd adverse. 
S/M - Significanl bui rnitigable. i.e.. environmental change is subslnnlin! and adverse, and enn be miligaled io u level below sigriificnnee. 
S/U - Unavoidable nd verse impact, i.e.. enviionmcnlnl change is significnnl nnd cnnnol be icduccd to a level below significance. 



Environmen'ttl 
Kesomce 
(Section In doeumeni) 

Allenuilive A AlternaHvc B 

TABLE 1.5-1 (contlmied) 

Alternative C AHernative D AHernativc E AUcrnalive F Alternative C, 

£ 

Co us I ruction Air 
Emissiitus 
(Secllon 4.6) 

Co n struct ion Hunt 
Ceneration 
(Section 4.6) 

Durmg construction, 
equipment emissions 
fiom the sile would 
be substantial. 
Because this is a 
temporary effect 
and would not 
contiibnie 
subsianlially to the 
violation of air 
cjuality standards, 
Ihe impact is not 
significanl. (N) 

Fugitive dust 
created during 
construction could 
create shofl-term 
nuisance impacts. 
Dust contiol 
measures would be 
(cquired. (S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
CM) 

Same as Alu A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Ait A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

No new construc
tion would occur 
wilh this allernn
tive, so iherc would 
be no impact. (N) 

No new construc
tion would occur 
wilh this allerna
live, so there would 
be no impact 
related lo dust. 
(N) 

JB/664000U.S 

Key: Ench Impact is followed by one of Ihe following nolnlions: 

b 
W 
S/M 
S/U 

-• Substantial beneficial environmenlal change. 
- Nol significanl. i.e.. environmental change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
- Significant but miiigable, i.e., environmenlal change is substanlinl and adverse, and can be milignlcd lo a level below signifiennce 
- Unavoidnble adverse mijuict, i.e., envirunmental chnnge is significant and cnnnol be reduced iu a leviil below significance. 



Knvli-nniiieiitul 
Ijesomce 
(St-cliuit in docunieut) 

Alternivtivg A Allernalive H 

TABLE 1.5 I (coiiltnued) 

AHeiimiive V. Allemalivg 1) Alternative E AUernative F AUeinative (I 

fiiulogfctil 
Resources 
(Section 4.7) 

Terrestrial biological 
resourt«s are nol 
present because the 
site is already 
developed, so no 
impacis would 
occur. Ho 
sobsiantia! shadows 
would be cast over 
the bayfront dining 
Ihe lime of the day 
when ihe sun is 
direcl (after 9:30 
a.m., even during 
Hie winter season), 
rhus avoiding any 
potemial signifieam 
effects to marine 
life. Reflective glass 
would be prohibited 
in tall buildings 
reducing the 
possibility for bird 
strikes. (N) 

Same as A l l . A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(W) 

Same as Alt. A Same as AIL A 
(N) 

No change in 
existing condilions 
would occur, so 
there would be no 
impact io biological 
resources. (N) 

JB/664((()0H.S 

Key: Ench impnet is followed by one of ihe following nolations: 

B - Substimlial bcnefidal enviiunrnental change. 
14 - Hoi significnnl, i.e., cnviionmenlal change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
S/M - Significant bui miiigable, i.e., enviionmenial change is substantial and adverse, nnd can be miligaled to n level below significance. 
S/U •• Unavoidable adverse impncl, i.e., environmenlal change is signiricnnl and cnnnol be reduced lo a level below significance. 



EHvliimnierita) 
Resource 
(Secliun in doeunieut) 

AtisnititirsA Alisomllys^D 

TABLE l.S-t (L-uiilinued) 

Alteiiiative C AUstUlilkEJ) A»ei nadve E Allernntive F Allernalive P. 

t.>J 
0 \ 

Lony-Tenn 
Vehlculat-
Emissions 
(Section 4.it) 

Substantial new 
vehicle trijis would 
be generated. An 
exlensive Travel 
Demand 
Management 
Program would be 
implemented to 
subsianlially reduce 
Ihe use hi single-
occupancy vehicles. 
The air quality . 
management plan 
and Stale Imple
menlalion Plan are 
being updated to 
reflect current 
growth conditions. 
Primary means to 
reduce emissions 
will be reduction in 
single occupancy 
vehicles. 1 he 
projeci would be 
compatible. (S/M) 

Same as All. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

Same as AIL A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A, 
(S/M) 

No new develop
ment would occur, 
so there would lie 
no increase in ve
hicle emissions. (N) 

ifl/<i64(J()f)Jl.S 

Key: Each inipiict is followed by one of Ihe following notntions: 

B 
N 
S/M 
S/U 

- Subsiaulinl beneficial environmental change. 
Not significanl, i.e., envifonmcntnl change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
' • " " " • £ • - - . - - , . - , . , . . . - . . . . . . £ . - U U . . U . ^ , . . . ^ . 

- Significanl but miiigable;. i.e., environmental change is subsmnlisl and adveise, and can lie miligaled to a level below significance. 
- Unavoidable adverse impact, i.e., environmenlal change is sigiiificanl nnd cnnnol be reduced to a level below significance. 



Resource 
(SeiiJuft 1.) dacumeiii) 

.ftHei'iiiiittve A AHernatlve ft 

TABLE 1,5-1 (conlinned) 

AllernnUve C Alleinallve !> Allernalive F. AHemntive p Alternative C 

Long-Tetin 
V el lieu la r 
Ernisslons -
Cumulative 
(Secliou 5.8) 

Carbon Muuuulde 
Emissions 
(Scellon 4.8) 

'fhere would be 
sufficient congestion 
at en intersection 
ufiev piojecl tiuffic 
miligHtioH to result 
in a significant con
tribution to cumu
lalive regional air 
quality impacls. 
(S/U) 

Carbon monoxide 
concentraiions 
ussocittied with 
traffic would be 
wilhiii federal and 
state air quality 
ulandards. (1 i) 

Same as Alt. A, 
except two 
inlerseciions would 
have so I fie ten I ton-
gesiion sfier 
mitigalion to result 
in a significanl 
contiibuiion lo 
cumulative regional 
air quality impacls. 
(S/U) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(S/U) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(SAJ) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/U) 

Same as All. A 
(S/U) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

No new develop-
ment would occur, 
so there would be 
no increase in 
cumuiali've 
intersection 
congestion. (N) 

No increase in 
vehicle emissions 
would occur, so no 
carbon monoxide 
increase would 
result. (N) 

JB/(i641)0(Jll. 

Key: Eacli impjicl is followed by one of ihe following nolnlions: 

ii - Substantia) beneficial environmental change. 
N •• Nol sigiiificnnt, i.v., onviiorimcnlal change ts nol subsianlial nnd adverse. 
S/M - Significant but miligiiblc, i.e.. environmental change ts subsianlial and adverse, and can he miligaled to n level below significance. 
S/U - Unuvoidablc ndveisc impncl, i.e., envjionmcntal change is signtficRiil and cannot be icduccd to a leve! below signifiennce. 



Envliiinmenlw! 
Resource 
(Section In daciiineiii) 

AMcriiuii^e A Alierimtive H 

TABLE 1.5-1 (ciiiitiiinecl) 

Alternative (,' Alternative I) Alleinulive F, Allernntive F Allenitttive fj 

oo 

CoHSlruetiou pJoise 
(Secllon 4.9) 

Tialiic Noise 
(Section 4.9) 

Temporary 
conslructiou noise 
could creaic sig
nificnnl nuisance 
noise impacls, 
especially on week
ends when Ihe 
nearby waleifroni 
would be aclively 
used. Consiruciion 
would be scheduled 
in accordance with 
local noise 
ordinances. (S/M) 

Although long-lenn 
noise would increase 
over existing levels 
as a result of 
increased traffic, no 
sensiiive receptors 
would be 
siguificanlly affected, 
(H) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 

(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A. 
Ctl) 

Same as Alt, A 
(N) 

No new construc
tion would occur, 
so there would be 
no impact related 
to conslructiou 
noise. (N) 

No new traffic 
would be generated 
by Ihis allernalive, 
although il would 
be exposed lo 
increased noise 
from general irnffic 
growth in ihe 
project area. (N) 

JB/664()tl0lJ.S 

Key: Each iiiip''cl is fo I rawed by one ol Ihe following notations: 

B - Subsianlial beneficial environmenlal chnnge. 
N - Not Mgnificanl. i.e.. cnviromuenlnl change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
S/M - Significanl but miiigable. i.e., enviionmenial change is subsianlial and adverse, and can be mitigated lo a level below significance. 
S/U - Unnvoidi.l.le adverse impncl, i.e., environmenlal change is significnnl and cnnnol be reduced ID a level below significance. 



Pnv)|-orinien<iil 
Resource 
(Seeiion in iloeomerit) 

AHernnilye A AHermllive 11 

TAHLE L S I (cimtlimedj 

Allernntive C Alteyniilive l> Alternntive E Alleviialive F Allenmtivc G 

Oosiie Noise 
(Section 4.9) 

Hotels construclcd 
on tbe sile would be 
within Ihe 65 dli 
CJHEL from traffic 
noise, which could 
create substanlinl 
interior noise levels. 
Engineering design 
io reduce interior 
noise levels would 
tic necessary. (S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as. Alt. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A. 
(S/M) 

No hotel uses are 
proposed so no 
impact would occur. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

No new 
developmenl would 
occur, so there 
would be no 
impaci. (N) 

JB/fi640(J0]J.S 

Key: Each impiici is followed by one of ihe following noiations: 

B - Substantial beneficial environmental chnnge. 

N - Not significant, i.e., enviionmenial change is not substantial nnd adverse. 
S/M - Significant bui miiigable, i.e., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be mitigated lo a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidable adverse impact, i.e., environmenlal change is sigiiificaiH nnd cannot be reduced lo a level below signifiennce. 



Hesonrce 
(Section in docotneui) 

AHeniulive A Allernatiyy B 

TABLE 1.5-1 (continued) 

AHenifltive C Allernatlve !> Allemative E Allernalive F Allernntive Cr 

Subsurface 
Co it mill Resuuices 
(Section 4.10) 

• fc . 
O 

Site is underlain 
with arlifacis from 
waterfront 
development 
between the 1880s 
and 1910s. These 
malerinls aie buried 
bcueatli ihe dredged 
fill placed onsile lo 
create dry land for 
more developmenl. 
The archaeology, 
while containing 
many artifacts, lacks 
straligrapliic 
iutegfiiy, and 
context, and is 
therefore unlikely to 
eon I rib u l e importanl 
information about 
San Diego's early 
history. The 
archaeological 
resources do not 
appear lo qualify for 
inclusion in the 
National Register of 
Hisloiic Places. 
This has been 
conlinned through 
consuliation with 
the California State 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
CN) 

No subsurface 
excavation would 
occur, so there 
would be no impact 
to subsurface 
aicliBeology. (N) 

Same as All. A. 
(N) 

Same as AIL E. 
(N) 

JB/6640ll0n.S 

Key: Each impiici is followed by one of Ihe following nolnlions; 

B 
l-J 
S/M 
S/U 

- Subslnntinl beneficial environmenlal change. 
- Nol significant, i.e.. environinental change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
- Significnnl bui rnitigable, i.e., environmentnl change is subslnntinl and adveise, and can be miligaled lo a level below significance. 
- Unavoidiiblc adverse impact, i.e., environmenlal change is significnnl nnd cannot be icduccd to a level below significance 



Envlrvri-ii-iiema) 

(Section iii doeniiieiu) 

Alremmive A Alleinulive B 

TAHLE l.S-l (coniiuuesl) 

Alletnntive C Allemaiivc 1) AMeffinjivg g Altenmlive F Alternative Q 

llistoiiaii 
A rtlm colony 
(Secliuu 4.10) 

JB/66400011-S 

Historic Preser
vation Olficer. 
Excavation for 
footings and other 
below-grade 
construclion would 
destroy any 
archaeology iliat 
might exist but ihis 
vyould not result in 
the loss of a 
significanl resource. 
Should an 
unanlidpnled 
significant 
arc h a eo logic u I 
resource be 
discovered during 
project excavations 
ii would be 
evaluated and, if 
found to Lc 
important, it would 
be treated in 
accoidance wilh 36 
CFR 800.11. (N) 

Navy Broadway 
Complex Buildings I 
and 12, combined 
with the Navy Pier 
(located outside the 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Ait. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

No building 
modificalion would 
occur, so (here 
would be no 
impncl. (N) 

Key; Each impact is IbHi.wed hy one of the foliov/ing notntions: 

B - Sobsiaritial bcnefidal enviionmenlitl change. 
N - Nol significant, i.i., ciivironmenlal chnnge is not substanlinl and ndversc. 
S/M - Significanl bin rnitigable, i.e., environmenlal change is subsinnlial nnd ndveise, and can be miligaled lo n level below significance. 
S/U •• Unavoidnbb adverse impncl, i.e., enviionmeniid change is significant nnd cnnnol he reduced to a level below significance. 



Fnvlrotir.ieHtBl 
Itesimrce 
(Section lu duLurneni) 

Alterimtive A Alt^ri'"'i*e tf 

TABLE l.S-l (conlinned) 

Alteynutlvc C Alieinntivc I) Allernalive E Altemalive F AllernnUve G 

t o 

projeci boundaries) 
form a unil that 
represents every 
major period of 
Navy developmenl 
at Ihis location. 
These structures for 
nearly 50 years have 
been an 

architectural anchor 
to the San Diego 
Haibor and skyline. 
As a unit they 
appear lo quality for 
the National 
Register of Historic 
Places. Demoliliori 
or any sulutantial 
modi Ilea lion of 
these structures 
would constituie a 
significanl impact. 
Specific miligaiion 
will be developed in 
consultation wilh 
California SHPO 
puisunnt to Ihe 
regulations (36 CFR 
8U0) for 
implementing 
Section 106 of ihe 
National Historic 

jrB/6640()On.S 

Key; Ench impact is followed by one of Ihe following notnlions: 

B - Subsianlial beneficial environmenlal change. 
N - Not sigiiificnnt, i.e., enviionmenial change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 
S/M - Significanl but miligalile, i.e.. environmental change is subsianlial and adverse, and can be miligaled to a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidable adverse impact, i.e., environmenlal change is significnnl and cannot he reduced to a level below significance. 



EifviroHiiieulu) 
Resonice 
(Secliun In doeutiienii) 

AHemulive A Alternative B 

TABLE 1.5-1 (cnntluued) 

MSimimX A M j m U K j ) Alternative g Allernalive F Allernailve f; 

l i tekniai) DlsttiLi 
Eligibility 
(Seciioii 4.10) 

Prcservalion Act (16 
U.S.C. AWf). The 
Navy proposes to 
record Buildings 1 
and i'i in 
accordance with the 
Hisloiic American 
Buildings Survey 
Standards prior to 
demolition or 
modification. (S/M) 

Several biiJIditigs 
within a three-block 
area of the project 
are either listed, 
eligible for listing, or 
appear to qualify for 
listing on the 
National Register of 
Historic Places. The 
project will nol 
affect Ihe use or 
integrity of these 
strnclures. (N) 

Sutne as All. A 
(H) 

Some as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A. 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(N) 

No change in 
existing uses would 
occur, so there 
would be no effect 
on nemby historic 
resources. (N) 

JB/6640(«)1J.S 

Key: Eiich impiici K followed by one of Ihe following notnlions; 

B - SuUilnniir i l beneficial environmenlnl change. 
N ~ Not significanl, i.e., environmenlal change is not substantial nnd adverse. 
S/M - Significnnl hut miiigable, i.e., enviionmenial change is subsianlial and adverse, and can be mitigated lo a level below significance. 
S/U - Unavoidable adverse impaci, i.e., environmenlal change is significnnl and cannot be reduced to a level below significance. 



ft'Tivlroniiienial 
Ry source 
(Sectioi i iw document) 

AHei i iat tvg A Altei>ialive B 

TABLE l.S-l (conllnued) 

Altefnalive C AHernallve D Allernalive E Alternotlve p Alicrnulive (} 

Soil Contiimiuatluti 
(Seelion 4.11) 

fc 

.Minor hazardous 
wasle spills v/ere 
located or may be 
loomed on the site, 
in addition, trans
formers lhat contain 
PCBs are located on 
the sile although 
none are biown lo 
be leaking. Because 
Ihe presence of 
hazardous waste, can 
affect public hcallh, 
Ihis would be 
considered a 
significanl impact 
with any of ihe 
aiternalives. There 
are no known major 
hazardous waste 
spills or leaking 
underground stor
age tanks on the 
sile. Remedial 
action to remove 
and properly dispose 
of any haiai Jous 
wasle found on the 
site will occur. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt, A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Til ere would be no 
change in the cur
rent onsile condi
tions, so no impact 
would occur. (N) 

Jfl/664(H)011.S 

Key: Ench impncl is followed by one of the following nolnlions: 

U 
If 
S/M 
S/U 

- Substnnlial beneficial environmenlal change. 
- Not significnnl. i.e., environmental chnnge Is nol substantial nnd adveise. 
- Significanl but nillignblc, i.e., environmental change Is substnnlial and adverse, and can be mitignlcd to a level below signifiennce. 
- Unavoidable adverst: impncl, i.e., environmenlal change is significnnl and cnnnol be reduced to n level below signifiennce. 
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AltermUivii A Alletnfltlve 6 

TABLE l.S-l (tonlimied) 

Allei linilve C. AUeniaHy^ |> Aller-natlve E AltemBt lv^ p AUenwllw C 

Allies tod 
(Sectlou 4.U) 

Most of the existing 
buildings On the sile 
contain asbestos. A 
potential public 
health hazard would 
result during 
demolition, when 
asbestos fibers could 
become air-borne. 
The project would 
be required to 
comply with the 
Federal Clean Air 
Ael to proiect the 
public from expo
sure lo asbestos. 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A. 
(S/M) 

There would be no 
change in current 
sile conditions. 
Asbestos in onsite 
buildings does not 
present an 
iuiminenl health 
risk. (N) 

J6/66400im,S 

Key: Each impact U lulloWeci by one of the following notations: 

li - Subsliintiiil beudidal environmental change. 
N - Not significant, i.e., envifonmcntnl chnnge is not substanlinl and ndveise. 
S/M - Significanl but miiigable. i.e., eiiviionrnentnl change is subslnntinl and ndveise, and can be mitigated lo a level below signifiennce. 
S/U - Unavoidable ad vera J impncl, i.e., enviionmenial change is significant and cannot be reduced to a level below signifiennce. 



En vhon menial 
liesonrce 
(Section in dceiivueiii) 

Alteiiimtlve A Alt^mnt|ye B 

TAHLE l.S-l (cti1.1ilined) 

Alleiriallve C AMematlve f) AKernnlive fr Altenmllve p Allcnintivu C, 

Giooudwater 
(Seetiou 4,11) 

A groundwater 
plume (hal has been 
contaminaied wilh 
hychocnibons is 
located an estimated 
1/3 mile and down-
giiidienl of the Navy 
Broadway Complex. 
Gioiindwaler quality 
testing at the sile 
found no evidence 
of contaminalion. 
Although unlikely, 
giound water 
dewalering during 
subsurface con
struction could draw 
the plume toward 
lite sile. A National 
Pollution Discharge 
Elimination System 
(Nl'DES) permit 
applicalion will be 
filed with the 
Regional Water 
Qualiiy Contiol 
Bomd (RWQCB). 
The projeci would 
comply with any 
conditions specified 
in a NPDES peimii. 
(S/M) 

Same as Alt. A 
(S/M) 

Same as Al t . A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

No groundwater 
dewalering would 
be necessary, so no 
impaci would occur. 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(S/M) 

Same as All. E. 
(H) 

JB/<3640(10n.S 

Key: Ench impncl is followed by one of Ihe following noiiilions: 

B •• Subslmilial beneficial environmenlnl chnnge. 
N - Not .significant, i.e., environmenlal change is not subsianlial nnd adverse. 
S/M - Significant but rnitignble. i.e., environmental change is substantia) and adverse, and can be millgined to a level below signifiennce, 
S/U - Unavoidable nd verse impncl, i.e., environmental change is significanl and cnnnol be reduced to n level below significance; 
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En viron mental 
Keaonrce 
(Section in diiL'omi'kfl) 

Alleriintive A Alternative B 

TABLE 1.5-1 (coniiiiued) 

AllernnUve C AHernniive I> Alternative p: Alterimtive F AllernHllve Q 

Alrcrdtt tjleigbts 
(Section 4.111) 

Nnturul tlaa 
(Section 4.12) 

The 400-fool-iiigh 
building on Block 1 
would exceed non-
opernlional 
imaginary height 
surfaces, but based 
on a Federal 
Aviau'on Adminis-
iraiion (FAA) 
delermination, 
would not lesuh in a 
Imuid lo air 
navigalion. 
Buildings on Ihe 
easieriy aieas of 
Blocks 1, 'i, and 3 
would be obsti uc
lion lighied, per 
FAAslandaids. (N) 

Nuiuial gas could be 
provided without 
adversely atfecting 
Ihe ability of (he 
San Diego Gas and 
Electric Coinpuny 
(SDGE) io provide 
services io its 
serviie area, and 
wilboui adversely 
uffeciing conveyance 
iaciliiies. (II) 

Same as A l l . A, 
excepl the building 
on Block 1 would 
be 300 feci high. I l 
would nevertheless 
exceed imaginary 
surfaces, but would 
nol result in a 
hu^urd to air 
navigalion. The 
project would 
comply wi lh any 
FAA-imposed 
conditions, (N) 

Al l buildings would 
be below any F A A 
imaginary height 
suifaces, and would 
not result in a 
hazard lo air 
navigalion. (N) 

Same as Al t . B. 
(N) 

Same 

(If) 
as A l l , C. The SdO-foot-high 

building on Block 2 
would exceed 
operalional 
imaginary hcighl 
suifaces, bui based 
on previous F A A 

deierminations, 
would not likely 
result in a hazard 
io air navigation. 
Tbe project would 
comply wi lh any 
FAA-imposed 
conditions. (N) 

No new 
development would 
occur, so there 
would be no effect 
on air navigalion. 
(N ) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A 
(N) 

Same as All. A. 
(H) 

Same as Alt. A 
(N) 

No new develop
ment would occur, 
so there would be 
no impaci on 
naiutal gas. (N) 

JB/66401K)1I.S 

Key: Each impact is folliiwed by one of Ihe following notalions: 

B - Subsianlial beneficial environmenlal change. 
N - Nol significant, i.e., environmental change is not substanlinl and adverse. 
S/M - Significanl but mitignbie, i.e., environmental change is substantial and adverse, and can be miiiguted to a level below significance, 
S/U - Unavoidable ndveise impaci. i.e., environmenlnl change is significant and cannoi he reduced io a level below significance. 



Kosnnrce 
(Section in document) 

A l j a m u t i y g J Alternui lve B 

TABLE l.S-l (tonlimicd) 

Alleinulive C. AlleiTiStive 1) Alierm;(ive F. Att'iviuitive 1'' Alternativt; f) 

Elet-ti icily 

(Set-lioii 4.12) 

Conveyance facilities 
are nol snlficienl to 
provide adequate 
electrical service to 
the site. A new 12 
k V looped system 
would be required. 
(3) 

Same as A l l - A 

(S) 

Same as All. A 

(S) 

Same as All. A 

(S) 

Same as Alt. A 

(S) 

Same as A l t . A 

(S) 
N o new develop
ment would occur, 
so there would be 
no impaci on 
electrical service, 
(N ) 

• f c . 
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Key: Each impact is fol lowed by one of the following nolnlions: 

B - Subslnnlhil bcnci ic ial environmenlnl change. 
N - Nut signif icanl, i.e., environmenlal change is nol subsianlial and adverse. 

S/M - Signif icnnl but miiigable. i.e., enviionmenial change is substantial nnd adverse, and can be mitigated lo a level below signifiennce. 
S/U - Unavoidnble adverse impnet, i.e., enviionmenial change is significnnl and cnnnol be reduced lo a level below signifiennce. 



SECTION 2 

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION 

This section addresses the purpose of and need for the proposed action, as required by the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), as well as the project objectives, in accordance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The United States Department of the Navy is the owner and/or operator of IS administrative, 
support, and operational installations throughout the City of San Diego area. One such facility 
is known as the Navy Broadway Complex, which primarily contains administrative and warehouse 
facilities, and is the location of the Commander, Naval Sase, San Diego; the Naval Supply Center, 
San Diego; and several other Department of Navy activities. As previously shown in Figure I-l, 
the Navy Broadway Complex is centrally located to the other Navy installations. 

The Navy Broadway Complex is located on approximately 15.6 acres in downtown San Diego near 
the waterfront. Onsite structures were built primarily between 1922 and 1944, with a small 
gatehouse added in 1956. Tne site currently houses 405,753 square feet (SF) of office, 179,616 SF 
cf industrial/warshouse buildings, and 421,660 SF of industrial uses for the Navy with a total 
1,007,029 SF of development. Although outside of the boundaries of the proposed project, the 
adjacent Navy Pier is supported by personnel at the Navy Broadway Complex and is part of the 
complex. 

The Naval Supply Center initiated long range plans in 1979 to move much of the warehousing 
from the Navy Sroadway Complex site to new, modem facilities located at existing naval 
operational bases in the San Diego region. Subsequent to this, a regional study cf Navy 
administrative and facility requirements was conducted. The study reaffirmed that the Navy 
Broadway Complex -with the Navy Pier was essential for national security purposes and also found 
that consolidation of administrative personnel at one location would free valuable operational 
space at the other installations. Tne .Navy Broadway Complex was determined to be the most 
suitable facility fcr co-iccation because of its: 

• Central location in relation to other Navy installations; 

• Proximity to several major regional transportation facilities, including light rail 
transit lines, a railroad, several bus lines, and an extensive freeway complex; 

» Ideal size to support necessary office space. 

This cc-lccation concept at the Navy Broadway Complex, with continued operation of the adjacent 
Naw Pier, was approved by the Chief of Naval Operations In 1983. A need for aaorcximateiy 
1 million SF of upgraded office space has since been identified to accommodate Navy 
administrative personnel 

Tae ;r/pical means by which construction of Naw ofncss, or other military facilities, is funded is 
•through Military Constriction (MILCON) appropriations, which are tarcoayer-Winded and 
Congressionally approved. However, Congress endorsed, ihrough Pubiic Law (P.L.) 59-66:1, a 
concept proposed by Navy planners and community groups by which ths site would be develcced 
at ceducsd cost to the taxpayers through a public/private venture. P.L. &9-c61 was a component 
of the National Defense Authorization Act of 1987, 

2-1 
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The legislation allows the Secretary of the Navy to enter into iong-term leases of property on the 
Navy Broadway Complex, providing that in consideration of the lease, the Navy obtains without 
compensation, or at substantially below market value, administrative office facilities for the use 
by the Navy, thereby providing needed Navy facilities at little or no cost to the taxpayer. The 
lease would be to a private party(ies), who would develop private uses on a portion of the site, 
with, the Navy offices on other portions of the site. 

Pursuant to P.L. 99-661, the Navy is proposing to redevelop the Navy Broadway Complex with 
the following uses: 

• Up to 1,000,000 square feet (SF) of Navy administrative offices. 
• A mix of private office, commercial, and/or retail uses up to 2,145,000 SF in size. 

The proposed development and alternatives are described in detail in Section 3. A copy of 
P.L. 99-661 is provided in Appendix A. 

Tne Navy and the City of San Diego entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) on 
June 1,1987 to guide the planning and approval process for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway 
Complex. Tne MOU specifies that the Navy, in consultation with the City of San Diego, will 
prepare a development plan and urban design guidelines that will define the nature of 
development that will occur on the Navy Broadway Complex. Tne development pian and urban 
design guidelines would become part of a development agreement between the Navy and the City 
cf San Diego. A copy of the MOU is provided in Appendix B. 

2-2 
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SECTION 3 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION 

3.1 PROJECT LOCATION 

Tne site of the proposed project, known as the Navy Broadway Compiex, is located in the City 
of San Diego, Califomia, within the downtown area known as Centre City. Tne regional iocation 
cf the site is depicted in Figure 3-1. Tne Navy Broadway Complex is located in the western arsa 
of the City near the San Diego Bay waterfront, as depicted in Figure 3-2. It is bounded by 
Broadway on the north, Pacific Highway on the east, and Karbor Drive on the south and west. 
The Navy Broadway Complex, which consists of approximately 15.6 acres, is located on eight city 
blocks. As shown in Figure 3-3, the eight city blocks are consolidated into four larger blocks, 
noted in this document as Blocks 1, 2, 3, and 4 from north to south, with each bounded by Pacific 
Highway on the east and Harbor Drive on the west, and separated by the extensions of E, F, and 
G streets. 

3.2 ALTERNATIVES 

Tne planning process for the co-location of administrative offices at the Navy Broadway Compiex 
was initiated in 1979 when relocation of warehouses on the site was first considered, followed in 
1983 by approval of the co-location concept by Chief of Naval Operations. Tne formation of the 
advisory Broadway Complex Coordinating Group (BCCG) served as the next step in the planning 
process. It was not until passage of P.L. 99-661 in 1987 that the process to generate detailed 

i development concepts fcr the Navy Broadway Complex was initiated. Since that time, and 
particularly since 1988—after a project development team was assembled—a number of alternatives 
to redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex have been systematically examined. 

Tne following criteria were considered in developing alternative concepts: 

• Provide up to 1 million square feet (SF) of administrative offices for the co-
location onsite of Navy administrative personnel in the San Diego Region. 

» Maintain a Navy presence at the Navy Broadway Complex. Tnis is required 
by the need to provide support personnel fcr the adjacent Navy Pier, which must 
continue in operation for national security purposes. Tne Navy Pier is used for 
ship berthing, storage, and load-outs. In order to support the Navy Pier, a rail 
line that bisects the site and is used periodically would be retained. 

• Allow for private development opportunities through a ground lease such that 
sufficient lease revenues are generated to significantly or fully offset the cost of 
Navy offices. 

• * Develop a high-quality project that provides open space at the focjxtf Broadway, 
opens view corridors between the downtown core and the waterfront, maximizes 
pedestrian access and public uses, and results in an aesthetically pleasing project. 
Tnis responds to community desires as expressed in local policy plans and 
through the BCCG. 

3-1 
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Several alternative concept plans were considered but rejected in the planning process. Each 
alternative included a mix of land uses that included 1 million SF of Navy offices. Each 
alternative was evaluated for its consistency with the criteria expressed above, and its compatibility 
with planning policies. 

Several alternatives with variations in overall square footage were considered, but were found to 
either be insufficient in size to offset the costs cf the Navy offices or were too intense to meet 
community objectives. Tiese alternatives were rejected from further consideration. 

An alternative that included over 100,000 SF of specialty retail, along with a mix cf other uses, 
was considered. Although this alternative would have met with criteria that were being considered 
for redevelopment cf the site, it was rejected because of insufficient market demand for this much 
specialty retail, given the expansion of the nearby Seaport Village specialty retail shopping center 
and the Horton Plaza regional shopping mall. 

A mixed-use development that wculd have included 860 residential units in mid- and high-rise 
structures on a portion cf the site was also considered. Tnis alternative was rejected because it 
would not have provided sufficient revenues per square foct to offset the costs of Navy offices. 

A anal alternative that was considered was similar to the Navy's preferred alternative, 
Alternative A, and was announced to the public in March, 1989. This alternative included a 
mixed-use development of Navy and commercial offices, a museum, hotels, and a small amount 
of retail. It also included 1.3 acres of open space at the northwest area of the sits, at the foot cf 
Broadway. Tne tallest building wculd have been 350 feet in height. Subsequent to the 
announcement, there was community discussicn calling fcr additional open space at the foot of 
Broadway. In response to this community input, this alternative was revised and replaced by an 
alternative that provided 1.9 acres of open space at the foot of Broadway and a 400-foot-high 
building. 

The Navy narrowed the potential development concepts tc seven alternatives after consideration 
of potential alternatives and after receiving community input on a preferred alternative. The 
seven alternatives are considered in the environmental impact analysis, and are listed below and 
described in detail in the following sections. Table 1.2-1 (page 1-5) summarizes each alternative. 
Alternatives include: 

• The proposed action (i.e., the preferred alternative) and three mixed-use 
development alternatives on the Navy Broadway Complex. 

• Construction of only military uses on the 'Navy Broadway Compiex using 
traditional congressionally funded Military Construction (MILCON). 

© An alternative with develooment of •orimarilv crivate commercial and office uses 
on the Naw Broadwav Complex and develooment of Naw offices on a second 
site in the eastern area of downtown San Diego. ? 

a Tne no action alternative, whereby existing Navy uses on the site remain 
unchanged. 
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Tne rationale for selecting each cf these alternatives for further consideration is discussed in 
the following sections. 

Tne Navy Broadway Complex would be developed according to design guidelines to be adopted 
by the Navy and the City of San Diego. Draft design guidelines have been prepared for the 
project and are presented in Appendix D. Tne guidelines would become part of the development 
agreement to be adopted by the City and Navy. The guidelines describe allowable land uses, land 
use intensities, maximum heights (by block), and paridng standards. With the exception of the ' 
Alternative E, which includes military construction only, and Alternative G (no action), each of 
the alternatives is generally consistent with the design guidelines. Alternatives E and G are not 
consistent with the guidelines because they retain the site for exclusive Navy use. 

Tne mix cf land uses shown for each cf the proposed mixed-use alternatives (i,e,, Alternatives A, 
B, C, D, and F) is based on anticipated market, conditions. Depending on actual market 
conditions at the time of development, modifications in the square footage of each proposed land 
use may occur. However, in no event would the overall square footage of development exceed 
the total square footage shown for each alternative. 

3.2.1 ALTERNATIVE A 

Alternative A implements all the criteria that were established in developing the alternatives, 
and is conceptually illustrated on Figure 3-4. Alternative A is the Navy's preferred alternative, 
ana it includes the following nublic benefits: 

• A 1.9-acre open space would be provided at the foct of Broadway (see 
Figure 1-2, page 1-6). Tnis open space area would help implement a long
standing desire by the City of San Diego to provide a gateway to the City from 
the waterfront. Tne City of San Diego and the San Diego Unified Port District 
may contribute adjacent property to create an even larger open space at the foct 
of Broadway. (Coordination with the City and the Port District would be 
needed to reserve the adjacent area as open space. If reserved, an 
approximately 10-acre open space area at the foot of Broadway could be 
provided. (See Figure 1-3, page 1-7). Tae provision of open space outside cf 
the project boundaries is not a part of this project. 

• Tne project would provide up to 55,000 square feet of unimproved space for 
a community-sponsored group to have a museum, which would be oriented 
towards showcasing the maritime heritage of the City, and the historical 
significance of this section of the waterfront Together with the open space on 
Block 1, the museum will help to create a pedestrian environment oriented to 
the waterfront (see Figure 1-2, page 1-6). 

• E, F, and G Streets, which currently terminate at the eastern boundary of the 
Si 

and the waterfront (see Firare 1-4, pase 1-3V G Street would nrovide sidewalks 
up to 30 feet wide that wculd be landscaped to enhance pedestrian and visual 
access between the Marina neighborhood to the east and the G Street Mole at 
the waterfront. 
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• Taller buildings would include slender towers rising from broad bases and would 
be constructed on the inland side of the site nearest Broadway, stepping down 
to the waterfront and to the south to provide a visual transition between the 
higher density downtown core to the north and east and the lower density 
waterfront and specialty retail to the west and south. View corridors along E, 
F, and G streets would be enhanced to maximize public views of the waterfront 
from corridors. 

The basic project objectives of providing Navy offices at reduced cost to the 
• taxpayers would be met, although some local financial assistance by the City of 
San Diego for infrastructure improvements (e.g., roadway and streetscape 
improvements) would be required. 

Alternative A includes development of 3,250,000 SF of mured uses en the Navy Broadway 
Complex. Tne conceptual illustrative for this alternative shows the tallest buildings on the 
northeasterly area of the site, peaking on Block 1 with other structures stepping down in height 
towards the Seaport Village shopping center to the south, and to the waterfront on the west, as 
shewn in Figure 3-4. Figure 3-5 depicts an illustrative site plan for AJtemative A. (It should be 
noted that all figures showing the alternatives are conceptual and intended only to represent sn 
illustrative example of the scale and possible general appearance of development.) Figure 3-6 
depicts massing guidelines for this alternative. 

iDesciiptSom •of Alteraatjve A 

Alternative A would include a mix of open space, Naw office, museum, hotel, commercial office, 
and retail land uses in up to 3,250,000 SF of development. Tne gross floor area ratio (FAR) for 
this alternative would be 5.45. The Drecise mix and location (by block) of land uses would be 
determined by market conditions. For purposes of this analysis, the following land uses by block 
are assumed. 

Blodc 1 

A 650,000 SF commercial office building and approximateiy 1.9 acres of open space are proposed. 
If a contiguous segment of Broadway is abandoned and the Port District dedicates an adjacent 
similarly sized area of open space, an approximately 10-acre-open space area at the foot of 
Broadway could be created, as depicted in Figure 3-4. Broadway could be re-routed around the 
open space to its terminus at Harbor Drive. 

The commercial office building would include a street-level podium, upon which a stepped tower 
would be developed. Tae office podium would have a 75-foot setback from Broadway to create 
a visual link to the waterfront and would be 400 feet high. Its tallest component would be next 
to Pacific Highway at the easterly end of the site, and it would step down towards the open space 
and the waterfront. Ground-level support retail and restaurant uses would be included. An 
illustrative cross section of this pian is depicted in Figures 3-7 and 3-S. / 

•i 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 650 vehicles, which is 1 space per 1,G0G SF. 
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Up to 1,000,000 SF of Navy office uses would be developed on Blccic 2. A 25-flcor tower with 
a maxiinum height of 350 feet and 569,000 SF would be located on the eastern half of the block 
along Pacific Highway. On the western half of the block, an existing Navy building (Building 12) 
would be rehabilitated or a new building of 486,000 SF would be developed. Approximateiy 
100,000 SF within Building 12 would be new construction added above the roof of the existing 
building, if that building were rehabilitated. Within the Block 2 square footage, a museum of up 
to 55,000 SF in size would be provided, with its principal entry on the ground Sccr oriented to 
the open space en Block 1 at the foot of Broadway. Figure 3-7 also depicts an illustrative cross 
section of this block. 

A total of 1,230 parking spaces would be provided, 430 below grade and SCO in a five- to six-
floor, 300,000 SF encapsulated above-grade structure. Fleet vehicle paridng and storage would 
be provided for 230 vehicles within this total. Tnis is equal to about 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF, of 
which 0.23 space per 1,000 SF would be for storage of those vehicles and one space per 1,000 SF 
wculd be for patrons/employees of the Navy offices. 

Block 3 

This block would be developed with a 1,000-room, 745,GG0-SF hotel. As conceptually shown in 
Figure 3-4, two midrise towers'would be constructed on a single base. A tower up to 250 feet 
high would be constructed on the easterly area of the site adjacent lo Pacific Highway, stepping 
down to-a-150-icot-high building on the westerly area of the site toward Harbcr Drive. The hotel 

.would include ground- and second-level suDport retail and restaurants, and conference and 
ballroom facilities. An illustrative cross section of the proposed Block 3 development is depicted 
in Figure 3-8. 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 750 vehicles, which is apprcadznateiy 1 space per 
1,000 SF or 0.75 spaces per room. 

Black 4 

Block 4 would be developed with a 500-room, 475,0O0-SF hotel that includes an additional 
25,000 SF of retail and/or restaurant uses. Unlike the support retail that would be provided in 
the mix of land uses on Blocks 1 and 3, the retail on Block 4 would be independent of, but 
ancillary to, the hotel uses proposed on this block. As shown in Figure 3-4, the developments on 
Blocks 1, 2, and 3 step down towards this block, which would have a maximum structural height 
of 150 feet. As with the other development on the site, the taller structures on Block 4 would 
be on the easterly area of the block, stepping down to lower structures as the site approaches the 
waterfront to the west. Tae hotel would provide retail uses on the ground floor. Figure 3-8 
decicts an illustrative cross section of Slock 4 development. 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 475 vehicles at a ratio 0.75 spaces per h@tei room and 
4 spaces per 1,C00 SF of retail. 
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Phasing P3an for Alternative A 

The phasing for this and ail other alternatives would be dictated by market conditions. A possible 
phasing program is depicted in Figure 3-9. For purposes of analysis, it is assumed that the project 
would be developed over an approximateiy 11-year period. Based on market conditions, the 
timing and onsite location of development may differ from the phasing shown herein. Open space 
would be provided in the last phase. Tnis is because Navy offices would not be constructed until^ 
the third phase of the project, after sufficient private development has occurred to offset the cost 
cf the Navy offices. Building 1, which currently has 319,000 SF of Navy offices and is located on 
the site of the future open space, would need to be retained on the site until new Navy offices 
are completed. 

Tne phases and associated construction activity are as follows; 

• Phase 1-1992-199^: Tae hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

• Phase 2-1995-1997: Building 12, located on the westerly area of Block 2, would 
be rehabilitated and expanded. At the same time, the buiidings on the easterly 
half of Block 2 and all buildings on Block 3 would be demolished and the site 
used for temporary surface parking. 

• Phase 3—1998-2000: The commercial ofSce would be constructed on the easterly 
area of Block 1. Tne new Navy office would be constructed on the easterly area 
of Block 2. 

• Phase -4—2001-2003: Building 1 would be demolished for the construction of the 
open space and the hotel on Block 3 would be constructed. 

3.2.2 ALTERNATIVE B 

Alternative B is similar to Alternative A, but includes more commercial office space and less open 
space. This alternative is intended to meet the project objectives with no financial assistance from 
the City of San Diego. Alternative 3 includes an additional 250,000 SF of commercial office 
space for a total onsite development of 3,500,00 SF. Tnis would be sufficient to fully offset the 
cost of the new Navy offices. 

Less open space would be available on Block 1, where the additional commercial ofiice is 
proposed. Alternative B includes a 900,0C0-SF commercial office development in a 300-foct-
high building on Block 1. As shown in Figure 3-10, the 1.9-acre open space in Alternative A 
would be reduced to a 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza located at ihe foot of Broadway. Consolidation 
of adjacent City and Port District land is not considered in this alternative, and the circulation and 
configuration of Broadway would not be altered. 

All other land uses on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be the same as AJtemative A, including «' 
maritime museum and oublic and visual access to the waterfront. ": 
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stepping down toward Broadway on the north, Seaport Village on the south, and the waterfront 
to the west, as shown in Figure 3-10. 

BesoiptJon of Aiternative B 

Alternative 3 would include a mis of Navy office, museum, commercial office, hotel, open space, 
and retail uses in up to 3,500,000 SF of development. Tne overall FAR for this alternative would 
be 5.88. As -.vith Alternative A, the location and mix of land uses would be determined by market 
conditions. Proposed uses, by block and approximate heights, are described below. 

Block i 

A 900,OGO-SF commercial office building wculd be developed. Tne commercial office building 
would be similar in design to the building proposed in Alternative A, but would extend 
development to cover more area of the block (see Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-10). As conceptually 
shown, the office building would include a stepped tower up to 300 feet high with an adjacent 
150-foGt-tail wing to the north. These strictures would step down to lower-lying bases located 
lo the west, adjacent to a 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza. Ground-level retail uses would be provided 
adjacent to the pedestrian plaza. 

Below-grade parking for 900 vehicles would be provided, which is 1 space per 1,000 SF. 

Blocks 2, 3, aad 4 

Tne development on these blocks would be the same as -vith Alternative A Please see the 
description in Section 3.2.1 (page 3-13). 

Phasing Plan for Aiteraative 3 

Phasing for Alternative B would be the same as for Alternative A. Please see Section 3.2.1 
(page 3-14). 

3.23 ALTERNATIVE C 

J*- t t i i o Alternative C is intended to provide the minimum private development necessary to onsf 
costs of providing 1,000,000 SF of Navy offices. Instead of new' offices on Block 2, supported in 
part by commercial office on Block 1, Alternative C focuses on rehabilitation of the two largest 
existing onsite buildings, Buildings 1 (on Block 1) and 12 (on Block 2); supplemented by a new 
low-rise Navy office building also on Block 2 (see Figure 3-11). Tne costs of rehabiiitating the 
two existing buildings and building a new one on Block 2 would be onset by the same amount cf 
hotel and retail on Blccks 3 and 4 as in Alternatives A and B. Total onsite deveionment, 
including Navy offices, would be 2,470,000 SF. 

^ though this sltersative would reduce the cotai onsite deveiopment, cornvsnod with 
Alternatives A and B, its configuration would not allow for the provision of ocen space on 
Block 1 at the foot of Broadway, because that is the current IccatioE of Building 1. Furthermore, 
a museum would not be financially supportable with this alternative. The circulation and 
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configuration of Broadway would not be altered, but E, F, and G streets wculd be extended 
through the site, with G Street serving as a major pedestrian linkage. 

Alternative C is different from Alternatives A and B in terms of building massing and layout. Tne 
stepping down of structures toward the waterfront, as found in Alternatives A and 3 , would not 
occur with this alternative. Instead, the massing would generaiiy follow existing patterns found 
on Blocks 1 and 2, with the higher structures on the westerly area of the blccks, as conceptually 
shown in Figure 3-11. 

Description of AJtemative C 

Uses proposed for Alternative C are described below. Tne overall FAR for this alternative would 
be 4.15. Building heights are approximate. 

Block 1 

The existing building on the westerly area of the block, Building 1, would be rehabilitated to 
include 366,000 SF of Navy office uses. Tae existing building height, 100 feet, would be 
unchanged. Ground-level retail would not be included in this building. 

Surface parking for 230 vehicles would be provided on the easterly area of the block. The parking 
ratio for this block would be combined with additional Navy office parking that would be provided 
on Block 2 to arrive at an overall Navy office paridng ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF. Tnis is 
delineated further in the discussion of Block 2. 

Block 2 

Tnis block would include Navy office uses only. Building 12, on the westerly area of the block, 
would be rehabilitated to include 336,000 SF of rehabilitated and 100,000 SF of new office space 
within a 150-fcot-high structure. A 130-foot-high building housing 148,000 SF of office space 
would be constructed on the easterly area of the block. 

A total of 1,000 paridng spaces would be provided, 400 below grade and 600 in a three- to 
five-floor, 225,000-SF above-grade structure. Including Block 1, a total of 1,230 paridng spaces 
(230 for fleet vehicle storage) would be provided for 1,000,000 SF of Navy office space, a ratio 
of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of office (of which one space per 1,000 SF would be for employee 
use). 

Blocks 3 and 4 

Tne development on these blocks would be the same as -with Alternative A Please see the 
description in Section 3.2.1 (page 3-13), 

FhasJiiog Plaia for Altgraauivs C .< 

Alternative C would be phased as follows (depending on market conditions): 

a Phase 1-1992-1994: Tie hotel en Block 4 would be develooed. 

3-19 
JB/6640G01.E1 



Phase 2-1995-1997: Building 12 would be rehabilitated and expanded on 
Block 2. At the same time, existing buildings on Block 3 and the easterly area 
cf Block 1 and Block 2 would be demolished and the areas used for temporary 
surface parking. 

Phase 3-1998-2000: Building 1 would be rehabilitated en Block 1. 

Phase 4-2001-2003: Tne new Navy office would be constructed on the easterly 
area cf Block 2, and the hotel wculd be constructed on Block 3. 

3.2.' ALTERNATIVE D 

Alternative D was developed to consider development of most of the Navy offices at a location 
other than the Navy Broadway Complex, with the costs of the Navy offices supported primarily 
by private development on the Navy Broadway Complex. The Centre City East area—where 
San Diego's new civic center is proposed—was considered the most likely alternative Iccaticn for 
Navy office uses due to the potential availability of parcels that could accommodate nearly 
1,000,000 SF of. office space and due to its proximity to the Navy Broadway Complex 
(approximately 1 mile)." Tnis area is shown in Figure 3-2, page 3-3. 

The Navy would retain approximately 20,000 SF cf office space at the Navy Broadway Compiex 
to provide the minimum necessary support personnel for the continued operation of the Navy 
Pier. Approximately 980,000 SF of Navy offices would be provided in the Centre City East area. 
To offset the Navy's costs, 2,915,000 SF of mostly private, mixed-use development (except the 
20,000 SF of Navy offices) wculd be provided at the Navy Broadway Complex. Total development 
with this alternative would be 3,995,000 SF. 

A 0.5-acre pedestrian plaza would be provided at the northwesterly corner of Block 1 at the foot 
of Broadway, and E, F, and G streets would be extended through the site -with G Street providing 
a majcr pedestrian linkage. A maritime museum would not be provided because insufficient 
revenues would be generated by the project. 

Alternative D is similar to Alternative B in terms of building massing and layout on the Navy 
Broadway Complex. Tne tallest buildings would be on the northeasterly area of the site, with 
heights peaking on Block 2 and stepping down towards Broadway on the north, Seaport Village 
on the south, and the waterfront on the west, as shown in Figure 3-12. Blocks 1, 3, and 4 would 
be developed as proposed in Alternative B. Block 2 would have a 3G0-room hotel on the westerly 
arsa cf, the block. 

Tne Navy offices would be developed in a 9SQ,0C0-SF building that covers two currently 
unspecified blccks in Centre City East, as conceptually shown in Figure 3-12. Tne building would 
be designed to have a stepped podium base leading to a 350-foot-high tower. 

Uses included in Alternative D are described ceiow by block. The overall FAR on the Navy 
Broadwav Comnlex would be 5.4 and the offsite develocrnent would have an FAR of 

v J. J 

approximately 7.0. Building heights are approximate. 
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Block 1 

T ie development on Block 1 would be the same as -vith Alternative B. Please see the description 
in Section 3.2.2, page 3-13. 

Block 2 

Tae easterly area of Block 2 would be developed with 530,000 SF of commercial office and 
20,000 SF cf Navy office in a tower up to 350 feet high, rising from a broad podium base. The 
design cf this building wculd be similar to the building proposed in the same location in 
Alternative A (see Figure 3-4 and Figure 3-12). Tne office on the easterly area would step down 
to a 200-foot-high hotel tower located on the westerly area cf the block. The hotel would have 
200,000 SF cf space and would include 300 suites. Total square footage on this block would be 
750,000. Ground-level retail uses would be provided in both buiidings. 

Below-grade parking would be provided for 780 vehicles at a ratio of 1.C4 spaces per 1,C00 SF. 

Blocks 3 aad 4 

The development on these blocks would be the same as with Alternative A Please see the 
description in Section 3.2.1, page 3-13. 

Offsite 

A total of 980.000 SF of Navy office uses would be developed at the offsite Centre City East 
Iccaticn. Tne maximum height of the building would be 350 feet. 

Parking for 1,205 vehicles would be provided—805 spaces in a below-ground structure and 400 
spaces in a 100,000 SF above-ground parking structure. A ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of 
office would be provided, of which 0.23 space per 1,000 SF would be-for fleet vehicle storage and 
one space per 1,000 SF for employees/patrons. 

Phasing PJan for Alternative -D 

Aiternativs D would be phased as follows (depending on market conditions): 

• Phase 1-1992-1994: Tie hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

• Phase 2-1995-1997: T ie first 500,000 SF of offsite Navy offices would be 
developed. 

» Phase 3-1998-2000: The commercial office and pedestrian plaza would be 
constructed on Block 1. T i e hotel would be developed on Block 3. 

• Phase 4-2001-2003: T ie commercial office (with 20,000 SF of Navy office) and 
a suites hotel would be constructed on Block 2. In addition, the remaining 
480,000 SF of cffsits Navy offices would be constructed. 
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3.2.5 ALTERNATIVE E 

Alternative E would provide 1,000,000 SF of Navy offices on the Navy Broadway Complex with 
no private development. Traditional funding mechanisms, i.e., Congressionally appropriated tax 
dollars, would be used to finance construction. The project would consist solely of development 
of 1,000,000 SF of Naw offices, as depicted in Figure 3-13. No open spaces or pedestrian plazas 
would be developed on the site, nor would there be an extension cf E Street, F Street, and^ 
G Street for vehicular access through the site. Pedestrian access through the site would not be' 
inhibited by fencing or any other physical barriers, but it would be primarily across parking lots 
instead of along sidewalks. 

Descnptiosi of Aiternative E 

Uses proposed in Alternative E are described below. Tne overall FAR for this alternative would 
be 1.63. Building heights are approximate. 

Block 1 

Building 1 would be retained on the westerly area of the block and rehabilitated to include 
366,000 SF of office space. The building would be a maximum of 100 feet high. Ia addition, 270 
surface parking spaces would be provided. 

Block 2 

Building 12 would be retained on the westerly area of the block and would be rehabilitated and 
expanded to include 486,000 SF of office space, 100,000 SF of which would be new construction 
on the roof of the building. Tne building would be up to 150 feet high. Tne easterly area of the 
block would be used for surface paridng for 360 vehicles. 

Block 3 

A new 148,000 SF office building that would not exceed 100 feet in height would be constructed 
en the westerly area of this block. The easterly area of the block would be used fcr surface 
paridng for 207 vehicles. 

Block 4 

Tnis block would be used for surface narldns. A total of-393 snaces would be nrovided. Total 
paridng on the site would be 1,230 spaces (230 for fleet vehicle storage), a ratio of 1.23 spaces 
per 1,000 SF of office, of which one space per 1,000 SF would be for employees/patrons. 

P̂ hsisjiftg PJag! Tor A3t-srTi8 îvs E 

It is assumed that this aiternative would be developed in one phase, between 1996 IDC 1998. 
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3.2/5 ALTERNATIVE F 

As discussed in Section 3.2, page 3-5, subsequent to the public announcement of the Navy's 
proposed concept for redevelopment of the Navy Broadway Complex, which included 
approximately 1.3 acres of open space on the 3.5-acre Block 1 site, there was. community 
discussicn of providing a larger open space at the foot of Broadway. Tne proposed concept was 
modified to create 1.9 acres of open space at the foot of Broadway (Alternative A). 

A concept was also developed, Alternative F, reserving the entire 3.5 acres on Block 1 fcr open 
space. Tne density of development on the other three blocks would be increased equal lo the full 
development program for Alternative A m order to provide sufficient development to offset the 
costs of providing Navy offices (see Figure 3-14). Local financial assistance from the City of San 
Diego fcr infrastructure improvements (e.g., roadway and streetscape improvements) would be 
required. Adjacent property to the north under the control of the City of San Diego and the San 
Diego Unified Port District would be added to create an even larger open space at the foot of 
Broadway. A significant waterfront gateway to downtown San Diego could be created at the foot 
of Broadway. Development of this alternative is not contingent upon the development cf adjacent 
City and Fort District property. 

The public benefits offered by this alternative would be the same as Alternative A, except that 
mere public onen snace would be provided. Because the same amount of development as shown 
in Alternative A would be required to sufficiently offset the costs of Navy.offices, development 
on Blccks 2, 3, and 4 would be intensified. Building heights on Blocks 2, 3, and 4 would be 
higher than Alternative A with towers up to 500 feet high on Block 2 (instead of Alternative A's 
350 feet), 350 feet high on Block 3 (instead of 250 feet high), and up to 250 feet high on Block 4 
(instead of 150 feet high). (Tne tallest building in Alternative A is the 400-fcct-high commercial 
office building proposed on Block 1.) Building massing and layout wculd be similar to 
Alternatives A, B, and D, with the tallest buiidings on the easterly area of Block 2, stepping down 
to shorter buildings toward the waterfront to the west and a specialty shopping center to the 
south, as shown in Figure 3-14. 

Alternative F includes the development of 3315,000 SF of mixed uses in the Navy Broadway 
Complex. A total of 650,000 SF of commercial office, 1,000,000 SF of Navy office, a 745,000 SF 
and 475,000 SF hotel, and an up to 55,00O"SF museum would be developed. E, F, and G streets 
would be extended through the site, with G Street serving as a major pedestrian linkage. Tne 
overall intensity of uses differs from Alternative A only in the amount of above-grade parking that 
would be provided (to offset paridng that would have been'on Block 1), with Altemadve F 
providing 365,000 SF versus Alternative A's 300,000 SF. 

JDtescnptJiOB of Ajfteraatjvg ? 

Uses considered in Alternative F are described below by block. The overall FAR for this 
alternative would be 5.7. Building heights are anproximate. 

Block 1 

Tne approximately 3.5-acre block would be developed as open space. If che City abandons a 
contiguous segment of Broadway to allow open space development and the Fort District dedicates 
an approximately 3.5- to 4-acre parcel of open space, an approximately IQ-acre park could be 

3-25 
JB/6640001.E1 



PROGRAM 
3!ock 
dumber Land Us; 

OpsnSpaca/S.S acrss) 
Havy Offics: 
•Bidg. 12 
-Mew 
Commardal Offics 
Museum 

Above-Grade Parking 
CommerdaJ Offics 
Hotal 

Hctai 

fty = 5.7 Gross FAR 

dtarnative F 

i yy JDD 

Gross 
Squara 
Footage 

331 ,GC0 
ses.coo 
200,000 

S5,CCC 

3es,cco 
350,CC0 
475.CC0 

25,000 

745,CC0 

W I S .SCO 

i e 

Paridng 

0 

4S0 
bglcw^rads 

1,040 
sbcva-^rads 

325 
balcw-^rsds 

750 

3,105 

Max. 
•Haight • 

•JFaat) 

500 

•350 

xProjeci 

364CC01 1/30 

IL 
NORTH 



developed at the foot of Broadway (see Figure 3-14). Broadway, which currently extends through 
the proposed bayfront park, would terminate as a 'T ' intersection at Pacific Highway. No parking 
would be provided on this block. 

Block 2 

An 869,0G0-SF office building wculd be developed in a SOO-foct-high structure on the easterly 
area of Block 2. T ie Navy would occupy 569,000 SF, with the remaining 300,000 SF to be used 
fcr commercial office. On the westerly half of the block, existing Building 12 would be 
rehabilitated and 100,000 SF wculd be added to accommodate a total cf 431,000 SF of Navy office 
and up to a 55.0CG-SF museum within a building 150 feet high. 

A total of 1,530 paridng spaces would be provided, 490 below grade and 1,040 in a 6.5-fIoor, 
365,000-SF above-grade structure that would be located in the podium cf the new office building. 
Tnis block would provide paridng at a ratio of 1.17 spaces per 1,000 SF, or 1 space per 1,000 SF 
cf commercial office and 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of Navy office (of which one space per 
1,000 SF wculd be employee parking and 0.23 space would be for fleet vehicles). 

Block 3 

Tiis block would be developed with a 5C0-ioom, 350-foot-high hotel on the easterly area of the 
block, and a 150-foot-high building supporting 350,000 SF of commercial office and 25,000 SF of 
retail and restaurant uses on the westerly area of the block 

Below-grade paridng would be provided for S25 vehicles, a ratio of approximateiy 4 spaces per 
1,000 SF of retail, 0.75 spaces per hotel room, and 1 space per 1,000 SF of commercial office. 

Block 4 

A IjOOG-room, 745,000-SF hotel would be developed within an up to 250-foot-high building, with 
its highest point on the easterly area of the block, stepping down to 75- to 100-fcot-high strictures 
on the westerly area of the block 

Below-grade parking for 750 vehicles would be provided at a ratio of approximately 1 space per 
0.75 rooms. 

Fiias?;itig for AUematir/g F 

Alternative F would be phased as follows (depending on market conditions): 

» Phase 1-1992-1994: T ie hotel on Block 4 would be developed. 

•9 phase 2—1995-19971 Buildinff ^2 would be ^ehabi'^a'ed a^d ex^-a^ded on t'^e 
westerly area of Block 2. 

• Phase 3-1998-2QG0: Tie commercial office and Navy office on the easterly area 
of Block 2 would be developed. 

\~21 
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• Phase 4-2001-2003: Tne commercial office and hotel would be developed on 
Block 3. Building 1 on Block 1 would be demolished. 

3.2.7 ALTERNATIVE G 

Alternative G is the no action alternative, which assumes that the site would continue to operate 
with a mix of Navy office and Navy warehouse uses. No new development wculd occur on the^ 
site. The project site is currently developed with 405,753 SF of Navy office and 601,276 SF of 
industrial/warehouse uses, as depicted in Figure 3-15. 

No open spaces or pedestrian plazas wculd be developed on the site. Pedestrian and vehicular 
access between downtown and the waterfront through the Navy Broadway Complex would not be 
provided. 

DescriptioBi of AUtentatlv-s G 

Uses existing on the Navy Broadway Complex and included as the no action alternative, by block, 
are described below. Tne overall FAR for this alternative is 1.69. 

Block 1 

A total of 366,452 SF of Navy office and 39,729 SF of industrial/warehouse uses are located on 
Block 1. Building 1, located on the westerly area of the block, is the tallest building at 100 feet. 
Surface paridng is provided for 140 vehicles. 

Block 2 

A total of 37,136 SF of Navy office and 421,660 SF of industrial uses are located on Block 2. 
Building 12, located on the westerly area of the block, is the tallest building at approximateiy 
100 feet. Surface paridng is provided for 25 vehicles. 

Block 3 

A total of 2,115 SF of Navy office and 109,510 SF of industrial/warehouse uses are located on 
Block 3. Tne highest building on this block is 40 feet. No parking is provided. 

Block 4 

A total of 30,227 SF of Indus trial/warehouse uses are located on Block 4. Tne highest building 
is 40 feet. Surface parking is provided for 260 vehicles. 

Paridng on the entire Navy Broadway Complex totals 425 spaces, which is a ratio of 0.42 spaces 
per 1,000 SF (approximately one space per 2.5G0 SF). 
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SECTION 4 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE 
PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES, AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

4.1 LAND USE ANO APPLICABLE PLANS 

4.1.1 LAND USE COMPATIBILITY 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The Navy Broadway Complex project site is located in Southern California within the coastal City 
of Sao Diego, which has a population of approximately 1.05 million. As shown on Figure 3-1, 
page 3-2, and Figure 3-2, page 3-3, the site is located on the western edge of the City just east 
of Harbor Drive, the waterfront street adjacent to San Diego Bay. The San Diego Bay waterfront 
is occupied primarily by the Port of San Diego and the naval shore establishment. The Port of 
San Diego Is used as the base for cruise lines, shipping, tour boat operations, marinas, commercial 
fishing, and hotels, and also includes a convention center and Lindbergh Fieid, San Diego's 
primary airport. The San Diego naval shore establishment is a crucial facility for the command 
of naval operations, administration, support, and communications in the Pacific Ocean. 

The Navy Broadway Complex site is located several blocks west of the San Diego Centre City core 
and approximateiy 2 miles west of Interstate 5 (1-5), a primary north/south interstate highway 
corridor. Regional access to the project area is provided via 1-5, I-S, 1-805, State Route 94 
(SR-94), and SR-163 (see Figure 3-2, page 3-3). 

Tne site is bounded by Harbor Drive to the west and south, Broadway to the north, and Pacific 
Highway to the east. T i e project site is east of the Navy Pier and southeast of the Broadway and 
B Street piers. Harbor Drive is the primary waterfront street in the vicinity. It parallels PaciSc 
Highway in the project area and connects waterfront tourist attractions, the County Administration 
Center, Lindbergh Fieid, and naval and port activities located along San Diego Bay. 

Existing Onsite. "Uses and Property Ownership 

The Navy Broadway Complex currently has two large and 14 smaller Navy administrative office 
and warehouse facilities containing approximately 1 million square feet of gross floor arsa. Tae 
Naval Supply Center; Naval Communications Station; and Commander, Naval Base, San Diego 
ars the primary existing tenants. Approximately 2,100 military and civilian personnel are employed 
at the site. The project site is one of IS Navy installations within the metropolitan San Diego 
area. T i e Navy presence in San Diego is nationally important because it represents aooroximatsiy 
one-fourth of the total Navy fleet. Figure 4-1 depicts the location of onsite .buildings and 
Table 4.1-1 describes the uses and characteristics of each building. Most of the existing structures 
were built prior to 1945, with" the oldest building dating to 1922. 
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TABLE 4.1-1 

EXISTING ONSITE IMPROVEMENTS 

Building 
No. 

1 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12 

13 

105 

106 

108 

110 

113 

114 

115 

125* 

Height 
(floors) 

8 

2 

2 

1 

1 
-i 

i 

1 

7 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

Total Area 
(square feet [SF]) 

357,577 

15,219 

30,688 

25,913 

22,090 

4,855 

30,277 

427,041 

84 

11,455 

20,350 

12,960 

40,856 

2,304 

1,440 

4,004 

~ 

Industrial 
Space 
(SF) 

38,577 

15,219 

30,688 

0 

22,090 

1,319 

30,277 

413,176 

84 

0 

8,484 

12,960 

0 

1,152 

1,440 

0 

-

Office 
Space 
(SF) 

319,000 

0 

0 

0 

0 

2,115 

0 

13,865 

0 

11,455 

11,866 

0 

40,856 

1,152 

0 

4,004 

-

Storage 
(SF) 

0 

n 

0 

25,913 

0 

1,421 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

A 

0 

0 

0 

-

Total 1,007,113 574,026 405,753 27,334 

a Building 125 was partially demolished and now only a small portion remains. It is used for 
nonrefrigerated storage and is not included in the overall onsite square footage totals. 

Navy-owned railroad tracks are located on the project site in the E Street alignment between 
Buildings. 1 and 12 and are used an average of twice per year. The railroad trades lead to the 
Navy Pier across Harbor Drive and provide rail transport of supplies and oversized equipment to 
and from the pier. 
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Existing access to the project site is restricted to authorized military and civilian personnel. No 
public access into or through the site is available. E, F, and G Streets currently apprcach the site 
from the east and terminate at Pacific Highway without connections through to Harbor Drive. 

The Navy Broadway Complex property is entirely controlled by the Navy and primarily owned by 
the Federal government. Federal ownership originates from initial conveyance of several parcels 
to the Federal government by the City of San Diego in 1919. Subsequent conveyances occurred^ 
in 1933, 1938, and 1940. The Navy owns approximateiy 13.7 of the 15.6 acres. Property not' 
owned by the Navy is limited to the alignments and strips of land adjacent to E and F Streets 
and a small portion of the parking area north of North Harbor Drive and west of Pacific Highway. 
The alignments of E and F Streets comprise a total of 1.5 acres and are owned by the San Diego 
Unified Port District (SDUPD). They are under long-term lease to the Navy (until the year 
2044). The narrow strips adjacent to the E and F Street alignments (approximately 0.1 acre total) 
are under lease from the City of San Diego (until 2049). The paridng area north of Harbcr Drive 
comprises approximately 0.3 acre and is leased from the SDUPD on a year-to-year renewal option 
basis. These three leases total 1.9 acres. 

Surrosmding hand Uses 

The project site is located in an area of San Diego that has been undergoing land use changes and 
substantial redevelopment. Old and new commercial and office uses are intermbied with older 
warehouses in the Centre City area, several blocks to the east and northeast. Lindbergh Fieid, 
San Diego's major airport, is located approximately 1.5 miles to the northwest. Visitor-serving 
uses and hotels are located in the immediate vicinity of the site. Figure 4-2 depicts the major 
surrounding land uses in the project vicinity. 

Land uses in the immediate vicinity include the following: 

• Restaurant uses and parking are located immediately to the north across 
Broadway. Tne Port of San Diego Cruise Ship Terminal (B Street Pier), the 
Floliday Inn Complex, and the County of San Diego Administration Building are 
also located to the north. 

• Tne Broadway Pier, which extends west from the terminus of Broadway, is 
located northwest of the site directly across North Harbor Drive. The Broadway 
Pier contains the customs office, vehicle parking, and pedestrian-oriented open 
space. 

• Tne Navy Pier and Transit Shed, which are used for ship berthing, storage, and 
load out, are located directly west of project site Buildings 1 and 12 (Figure 4-2), 
across North Harbor Drive. The pier is connected to Building 12 by an enclosed 
conveyor bridge over North Flarbor Drive. 

» Tne G Street Mole is located west of the southern area of the site, and supper ts 
commercial fishing, restaurant, and pedestrian-oriented open space uses. 

• Harbor Seafood Market and Seaport Village are located south of the site across 
Harbor Drive. Seaport Village is developed with specialty retail shopping uses. 
Tne Marriott Hotel and Convention Center and the Embarcadero Marina Park 
are located to the south and southeast of these areas. 

4-4 
JB/664GC01.4A 



v- '̂̂ Xr----'- • h n r n n n 
^ * \ . r ' \ - . « \\ A ' C v v •,• ' -J —1 L J L_ —, L J (_! 

f1 

tin 

.^A\s 
'••RESIDENTIAL ^ . ^ ^ 
)7S£NEIGHB0RH00D. i t 

.,('>|9iEIViBAHCADEH0'L'( •" 7^fT«^f'£' 

o 

331-1 

33 
= a iBAYVIErt-
•JU M-LJ M - ^ ^ J 

g i p3 n f^ ̂  r= 
TM 

MS m 
res e n !J»ns-> r"-i e?3 iv 

BlV. 
u, 
TT 

h 
"4 
BD 

1. Scspof l Vll lsBs 

2. Embassy Suites 

3. Hii ibot S»Blood MirJiel 

4. Old PolJco SUUon 

B. SDG8.ESloUonB 

6. Paid How 

?. KorlcmPlszn 

B. Anilrolc/SnnlB Fa D«pol 

5. Nii«¥ Bulldlnaa (1220 Padflt MlBlwioy ) 

10. Holiday mn Compla i 

11. MarlUmo Museum 

12. PoK o l San Dlsgo Cmfaa Slilp Tsnuinol/B 
SUoai Plot 

13. Counly o l San Dlogo Admlnislrpl lon BuUdlfifl 

14. Malrtatt Halol 

15. Parking (Uano Field) 

tG. GSIree lMola 

17, Broadway Pisr 

IB. NnvyPlor 

IB, PanloJaPwIt 

20. Coo van tl on Cantor 

^ 3 PrnjectSlts 

v ^ : ^ LocollonolpoailblaHDvy 
Oillcelor AllarnallVB D 
(Will Encornpsss 2 Blocke) 

Flgute 4-2 

Surrounding Land Use Context 

0&iDcm irso 

0 ^70 gao FEET NORTH 

Navy Broadway Complex Project 



• The Embassy Suites Hotel is located to the east of the southern area of the site, 
across Pacific Highway from Block 4. The old (unoccupied) San Diego Police 
Station and the Seaport Village expansion area are located south of the Embassy 
Suites Hotel, across the intersection of Harbor Drive and Pacific Highway. The 
San Diego Gas and Electric facilities substation and steam plant are also located 
east of the project site across PaciSc Highway. Other land uses to the east 
include the Marina residential neighborhood, an area of relatively high-density 
housing, and Pantoja Parle Horton Plaza, the major downtown retail shopping 
mail, is located farther east. 

• Tne Amtrak/Santa Fe Railroad depot is located to the northeast, across the 
intersection of Pacific Highway and Broadway. Santa Fe property occupies the 
blocks around the depot northeast of the site. The central core for downtown 
San Diego is located east of the depot. 

yianned.SiairTomidmg Land Uses 

A number of office, commercial, hotel, residential, and mixed-use projects are proposed or under 
construction in the vicinity of the project site. The larger cf these projects are listed in 
Table 4.1-2 and shown on Figure 4-3. 

Tne most active area in the project vicinity is the Centre City core, located east-northeast of the 
site. The largest planned project is the proposed Santa Fe Development to the northeast of the 
site, with a proposed 3,700,000 SF of office and 100,000 SF of commercial retail and restaurant 
uses. Tne development would consist of eight buiidings ranging in height from 14 to 32 stories. 
Tnis project is proposed to be developed over a 10- to 2G-year period beginning in 1992. 

Several other office developments with anticipated completion dates between 1989 and 1992 are 
also located in the Centre City's central core. Over 7,000,000 SF of office uses are proposed over 
the next 20 years or are under construction in this area, further reinforcing this area as San 
Diego's downtown core. Ancillary commercial retail uses are included in several of these 
developments. Commercial retail uses are planned or under construction primarily to the east and 
south of the site, the largest being the 180,000 SF expansion of Seaport Village (south of the site). 
Over 500,000 SF of commercial retail uses are proposed in the project vicinity. 

Approximately 1,300 hotel rooms are planned or under construction in the downtown core. In 
addition, more than 1,500 rooms are also planned to the south in the Hyatt Regency (875 rooms) 
and to the southeast in Roger Morris Plaza (750 rooms). Tae new San Diego Convention Center, 
with approximately 500,000 square feet of exhibit, meeting, and ballroom space, has been recently 
completed to the southeast. 

Residential land use is the other predominant planned use in the project area, with over 2,000 
dwelling units either proposed or under construction. Approximately 90 percent JOI these units 
are in the Marina residential area, located east and southeast of the site. Tne largest residential 
projects include the Courtyard, with 400 units, and Tyson Plaza, with 368 units. Plans for a 
7C0-uait condominium project are being prepared by Santa Fe Southern PaciSc for a site east of 
PaciSc Highway and south of F Street, as ars plans for the 200-umt Huntington project located 
southwest of State Street and Broadway. Other residential projects in this area include Columbia 
Place, Roger Morris Plaza (as part of the hotel project), and One Harbor Drive. 
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TABLE 4.1-2 

PLANNED AND PROPOSED SURROUNDING LAND USES 

--4 

ON 

•f^ o o o 
id 

Project 
Numberd Name0 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 

8 
9 

10 
11 

12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 

Santa Fe Development 
Cabot, Cabot & Forbes 
Manulife Towers 
Symphony Towers/Marriott 
Great American Plaza 
Emerald Shapery Center 
Koll Center (Phases I and II) 

800 Pacific Highway 
Horton Plaza 
Bristol Square 
G Street Mole, Fish Restaurant, 
and Market 

Columbia Place 
Courtyard 
Tyson Plaza 
Roger Morris Plaza 
Hyatt Regency 
Seaport Village (Expansion) 
One Harbor Drive 
Convention Center 

Office 
(SF) 

3,700.000 
344,000 
411,000 
520,000 
530,000 
375,000 
690,000 

535,000 
18,500 
60,000 

-

-
-

33,000 
-
-
-

" 
-

20 Santa Fe Condominiums 
21 Huntington 

Total 7,316,500 

Commercial 
(SF) 

100,000 
17,000 

15,000 

13,500 

15,000 

80,000 
58,000 

180,000 
50,000 

528,500 

Hotel 
(rooms) 

262 
276 
435 
335 

750 
875 

2,933 

Residential 
(units) 

32 

34 

103 
400 
368 
150 

198 

Other 
(SF) 

15,000 
(health 

club) 

700 
200 

251,000 
(exhibit) 
107,000 

(convention 
space) 

2,185 
a See Figure 4-5 for the location of the listed projects. 
b Ail square footage is to the nearest 1,000 square feet. 
Source: City of San Diego 1988 and 1989; Centre City Development Corporation 1988 and 1989 

N/A 

Anticipated 
Completion 

1992-2010 
unknown 
unknown 

1988-1989 
1991 
1990 

1989-1991 

unknown 
unknown 

1989 
1989 

1989 
1990 

unknown 
unknown 

1991 
1992 
1991 
1989 

unknown 
unknown 
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Waterfront Access 

The Navy Broadway Complex is located in an area of San Diego that has high pedestrian use 
because of its proxiniity to the waterfront and such attractions as the Broadway Pier; the B Street 
Pier, with the Cruise Ship Terminal; the G Street Mole, a commercial fishing pier, restaurant, and 
park; Seaport Village, a specialty retail complex to the south; and the Bayfront Promenade, which 
connects these uses. These uses are all located within two blocks of the project site. 

Lateral Waterfront Access 

Lateral pedestrian access is depicted in Figure 4-4. There is a high level of pedestrian activity in 
the project vicinity, especially along the Bayfront Promenade, a broad sidewalk adjacent to the 
waterfront and Karbor Drive. Lateral pedestrian access along the promenade and the waterfront 
in the project vicinity is unobstructed. The promenade consists of a wide, wooden boardwalk 
surrounded by a grass parkway that makes a transition into a sidewalk in the vicinity of both the 
Navy and Broadway Piers. The portion of the promenade in the vicinity of the 3 Street Pier and 
Cruise Ship Terminal becomes unlandscaped asphalt. The entrance to the Navy Pier includes a 
truck and train access right-of-way across the sidewalk, which infrequently disrupts pedestrian 
travel for short periods. 

Perpendicular Waterfront Access 

Perpendicular pedestrian access to the waterfront is depicted in Figure 4-4. Pedestrian activity 
along Broadway, which provides the majcr link between the project vicinity and the waterfront, 
is higher than is typically found along major streets in downtown areas. However, a relatively high 
level of vehicle traffic in the roadway, fairly narrow sidewalks, and a lack of pedestrian-oriented 
uses reduce potential levels of pedestrian travel 

Karbor Drive also provides perpendicular access to the waterfront in the project vicinity; however, 
pedestrian travel to the waterfront appears to be less along this street than along Broadway. 
Harbor Drive does not connect the waterfront to inland uses that generate as many pedestrians 
as Broadway (e.g., offices, hotels, retail uses). Future and recently completed development near 
Harbcr Drive, such as the Embassy Suites Hotel and convention center, should increase the use 
of Karbor Drive for perpendicular access to the waterfront. 

£, F, and G Streets do not cross the Navy Broadway Compiex, as depicted in Figure 4-4, so 
perpendicular waterfront access is not available along these streets. 

Planned Pedestnan Access 

Tne Urban Design Plan for Centre City designates several pedestrian access ways in the vicinity 
of the project site to link the waterfront with the Centre City core. The basic goal of die urban 
design concept developed by CCDC is to "link the interior core area to the waterfront with a 
series of majcr streets, pedestrian ways, small paries and plazas."1 

Tne Urban Design Plan includes policies that focus on the physical form of the pedestrian 

4-9 
JB/6640001.4A 



•r 
n N 

PACIFiC HIGHWAY ^ o-

G ST. MOLE 

EXISTING COHDfTION 

« - ^ SEGURtTY ?EHC£" 

» _ _ _, PUEUC-0R1E^^^ED 
T Y 7 GROUND LEVEL USE 

a M PUBLIC PHDE3TRIAN 
ACCESS 

'U^c Pedestrian 
Ixistinq and With A irnative A 

3640001 -Gctobar ISSg 

NORTH 



^rr^B^TREET PIER | | [ 

R 0 A D ^ ^ ^ ^ S t e ^ ^ ^ y - ^ V ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ . ^ T ^ f ^SSb^^SS^^^^^^ fe^ 

.sgend 

' S h ^ : •" 
Psdsstriar, Oriantad Straats, 
Walkways and ^iasas 

"1rv-^;''~tfi 
Projec: SUs SOURCE CITY 0 ? -SAN DIEGO, 198-3 

flm; 
med Pedestrian 

Corridors & Fac 
T ^ 

oWCCQ-i "ireCr 

Savy a23 450 " E e ' WORTH 



Broadway, Karbor Drive, and Pacific Highway. The intent of the proposed pedestrian circulation 
system is to link developments. The plan includes a series of linear parks and plazas. 

One linear park is currently in the design stage, commissioned by CCDC and proposed to be 
located along the existing railroad and proposed LRT right-of-way linking Seaport Village to the 
Gaslamp Quarter. The linear park would include bicycle lanes, pedestrian walkways, and benches. 

The Port District Master Plan and Embarcadero Plan designates pedestrian accessways to 
waterfront activities in the project vicinity. Tne Master Plan calls for "windows to the water at 
frequent and convenient locations around the entire periphery of the bay with public right of way, 
automobile parking, and other appropriate facilities."2 The Master Plan also calls for "access 
along the waterfront wherever possible with the promenades and paths where appropriate, and 
elimination of unnecessary barricades which extend into the water." 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE FROPOSEB ALTERNATIVES 

Table 4.1.3 provides a summary of the compatibility of each alternative with surrounding land uses 
and planning goals (discussed in Sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.5, pages 4-16 through 4-34). 

Alternative A would be compatible with existing and planned surrounding land uses, and would 
not create any significant environmental effects associated with land use compatibility. Tne 
commercial office and Naw office buiidings located in the eastern area of Blocks 1 and 2 would 
provide a logical continuation of high-rise office development planned directly northeast (e.g., 
Santa Fe Development) and east (e.g., 800 Pacific Highway) of these blocks in the Columbia 
Subarea of Centre City. Taese buildings would step down to the waterfront. Along Block I, 
the office building would provide ground-floor pedestrian-oriented retail uses, fronting onto a 
1.9-acre open space area (which may be a component of a larger open space). Tnis would provide 
an active pedestrian area that would be consistent with the pedestrian orientation of the 
waterfront, and would have a beneficial land use effect. Navy offices would be located along the 
western area of Block 2, most likely in a rehabilitated Building 12. A museum on the ground 
floor of this building would heneficiaily affect land use compatibility by providing a pedestrian-
oriented use. 

Hotel uses proposed on Blocks 3 and 4 would be compatible with land uses adjacent to these 
blocks, providing a logical land use transition between existing (e.g., Embassy Suites Hotel) and 
planned (e.g., Santa Fe Condominiums) hotel and high-density residential land uses in the Marina 
Subarea of Centre City to the east, the specialty retail at Seaport Village to the south, and 
waterfront uses to the west. Ground-level retail, especially along the western area of the blocks, 
would benefit the pedestrian orientation of this area. 

Alternative B provides a similar level of land use compatibility as Alternative A The primary land 
use compatibility difference between this alternative and AJtemative A is that a 0.5-acre 
pedestrian plaza would be developed at the northwest corner of Block 1, rather than a 1.9-acre 
open space area that could become part of a larger open space. Although it does npt provide as 
much open space as Aiternative A, this aiternative would nevertheless still enhance the pedestrian 
environment along the waterfront, and would not create any land use incompatibilities. 
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TABLE 4.1-3 

SUMMARY OF LAND USE AND POUCY COMPATIBILITY 

Alternative 

A 

B 

C 

D 
Navy Broadway Complex 
Offsite Location 

E 

F 

G 

Alternative 

A 

B 

C 

D 
Navy Broadway Complex 
Offsite Location 

E 

F 

G 

Compatibility 
With 

Surrounding 
Land Uses 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
Unk 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

San Diego 
Centre City 
Community 
Plan (1976) 

Compatibility 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
Yes 

No 

No 

Galifomia 
Ccastal 
Policy 

Consistency 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
NAa 

Yes 

Yes 

NA 

San Die j 

Central 
Bayfront 
Design 

Principles 
Consistency 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 
NAa 

No 

Yes 

No 

TO 

Redevelopment 
Plans 

Compatibility 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 
NAa 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

San Diego 
General Plan 

Land Use Plan 
Compatibility 

Yes 

Y'es 

Yes 

Yes 
Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

San Dieeo 
Urban Design 

Program 
Compatibility 

Yes 

Yes 

No 

Yes 
NAa 

No 

Yes 

No 
j f 

a Tne subject policies are not applicable to the offsite Naw uses. 

Source: Michael Brandman Associates 1989. 
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Alternative C does not enhance tbe waterfront's pedestrian and open space characteristics as 
much as either Alternative A or Alternative B, nor does it create any new land use 
incompatibilities. Unlike either of the first two alternatives, a pedestrian plaza or open space area 
at the northwest comer of Block 1 would not be created. Instead, that corner would remain 
occupied by Building 1, which currently occupies the site. This use would not be beneficial to the 
pedestrian orientation encouraged by proximity to tbe waterfront, but would not be a change from 
current conditions. The same is true for Block 2. Unlike the first two alternatives, Building 12 
would be rehabilitated, but a museum would not be provided. Thus, as with Block 1, beneficial 
pedestrian uses would not be created. The use would be similar in character to tbe current use 
of tbe building, so no land use incompatibility would be created. Blocks 3 and 4 would be 
developed as proposed in the first two alternatives, so the same level of land use compatibility 
would occur with those alternatives as with this one. No sigmficant adverse environmental effects 
would result 

Alternative D is the same as AJtemative B with respect to Blocks 1, 3, and 4, and would provide 
a compatible use. Unlike Alternative B (or any of the other alternatives), this alternative would 
include a hotel, commercial office, and only a small amount of Navy office uses on Block 2. No 
museum would be developed on Block 2. The configuration of the block, with the office uses in 
the eastern area and hotel uses in the western area, provides a logical land use transition between 
the Centre City office core to the east and the waterfront to the west The site for the 
approximateiy 980,000 SF of Navy offices, while not precisely identified, would be in the Centre 
City East area near the new City Hall site. Because this area is changing to more intensive 
administrative and office uses, it is likely that this component of Alternative D would be 
compatible with surrounding land uses. 

Alternative E would not enhance the waterfront's open space and pedestrian facilities, nor would 
it create any land use incompatibilities. Military-only uses, such as those currently found on the 
site, would be retained. Rather than a mix of Navy industrial and office uses, as is currently found 
on the site, the site would be devoted strictly to offices. No significant adverse change to land use 
compatibility would result from this alternative. 

Alternative F provides a similar level of land use compatibility as Alternative A, with two notable 
differences. Unlike Alternative A or any other alternative, no development would occur on 
Block I, leaving it available to create a 3.5-acre open space at the foot of Broadway. Active 
pedestrian uses, and possibly cultural uses, would be beneficial land uses compatible with the 
waterfront Development on Blocks 2,3, and 4 would be intensified (over Alternative A) to meet 
Navy project objectives, and a combination of hotel and commercial office development is 
proposed on Block 3. This would not be incompatible with adjacent planned high-density 
residential uses. No significant adveise environmental effects to land use compatibility would, 
therefore, result from this alternative. 

Alternative G, the no-action alternative, would not provide the enhancement to land use 
compatibility that is associated with Alternatives A through D. No adverse environmental change 
would occur either, as the uses that have been on the site for the last several decades would be 
retained. 

Waterfrtmft Aggsss Effects 

All of the proposed alternatives have either a beneficial or no effect on pedestrian access to the 
waterfront, depending on the alternative. To the extent that any of the alternatives improve 
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pedestrian access over current conditions, the alternatives implement the Urban Design Plan for 
Centre City. 

Effect on Lateral Waterfront Access 

None of the proposed alternatives would adversely affect lateral waterfront access. Tbe primary 
lateral access along the waterfront is the Bayfront Promenade. None of the elements proposed 
in any of the alternatives would remove or physically alter the promenade. The proposed 
alternatives would either improve overall lateral waterfront access or would not change existing 
available access, as described below. 

Development in accordance with Alternatives A, B, C, D, E, or F would provide beneficial effects 
to lateral pedestrian access to the waterfront Alternatives A and F would provide a park and 
Alternatives B and D would provide an open space plaza on the Navy Broadway Complex site at 
the northeast comer of Broadway and Harbor Drive. Figure 4-4, page 4-10, depicts pedestrian 
access associated with Alternative A Pedestrian access associated with Alternatives B, D, and F 
would be nearly identical. Uses that encourage pedestrian activities would be developed along 
the frontage of the plaza and along Harbor Drive. A broad sidewalk, sufficient to provide 
pedestrian Sow, landscaping, and street furniture (a portion of which may be in the public right-
of-way), is proposed to be created along Harbor Drive for the length of the project site. 
Pedestrian access along Pacific Highway would be improved by providing 20-foot-wide sidewalks 
with substantial landscaping, and by stepping development back from the street so as to provide 
a more pedestrian-oriented atmosphere. Pedestrian activity at the Centre City East site for 
Alternative D would not affect lateral access to the waterfront because this site is not proximate 
to the waterfront 

Alternative C, which would retain Buildings 1 and 12 along Harbor Drive, would not alter 
pedestrian access along Harbor Drive between Broadway and F Street, but would provide the 
same beneficial effect to pedestrian access along Blocks 3 and 4 as Alternatives A, B, and D. 

Development of Alternative E and retention of Alternative G (no action) would not change the 
current configuration of pedestrian access along Harbor Drive or Pacific Highway, and would, 
therefore, have no effect 

Effect on Perpendicular Waterfront Access 

Alternative A, with the 1.9-acre open space proposed at the foot of Broadway, and Alternative 
F, with the 3.5-acre open space at the foot of Broadway, would be the most beneficial alternatives 
with regard to perpendicular access to the waterfront Buildings would be set back 75 feet from 
the property line to provide a 25-foot-wide sidewalk along Broadway with Alternative A creating 
sufficient space for street furniture, substantial landscaping, and high levels of pedestrian use. 
With Alternative F, no development would occur on Block 1, and Broadway would be a 
T-intersection at Pacific Highway, removing all vehicular movement through this area. Provision 
of a park-like setting at the foot of Broadway, under either alternative, could draw pedestrians to 
the area. In addition, urban design guidelines proposed for these alternatives would provide for 
ground-level treatments that encourage pedestrian activity. 

E, F, and G Streets, which currently do not provide public access through the site, are proposed 
to be extended through the site and developed with 17 1/2- to 30-foot-wide sidewalks along each 
side of the street North-facing street walls along E, F, and G Streets would be stepped back to 
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maximize solar access to the sidewalk along the north side of each street This would allow for 
increased pedestrian flow between the Centre City and the waterfront Direct pedestrian access 
between Marina residential development and the G Street Mole would be provided along 
G Street Harbor Drive, which also provides perpendicular access to the waterfront, would be 
improved with broad sidewalks designed to improve pedestrian flow to the waterfront. 

Alternatives B and D would provide the same pedestrian improvements as Alternatives A and F, 
except that instead of a large open space, a plaza would be developed at the foot of Broadway. 
Although not likely to draw the same amount of public use as Alternatives A or F, these 
alternatives would result in beneficial effects to perpendicular access to the waterfront along 
Broadway; E, F, and G Streets; and Harbor Drive. 

With Alternative C, access along Broadway would remain unchanged from its current condition. 
Access along E, F, and G Streets and Harbor Drive would be improved as described with 
Alternative A so a beneficial effect to pedestrian access along these streets would result. 

Alternative E, which also would retain Buildings 1 and 12, and would provide surface parking 
along Blocks 3 and 4, would not provide the same level of benefit to public access as 
Alternatives A through D because pedestrian-oriented improvements would not be provided. 
Nevertheless, pedestrian access through the site would be provided, albeit through surface parking 
lots on Blocks 3 and 4, so an overall benefit to pedestrian access (compared with existing 
conditions) would result 

Pedestrian access associated with Alternative G would remain unchanged from current conditions. 
E, F, and G Streets would remain closed to pedestrian access. There would be no beneficial or 
adverse effects to pedestrian access with this alternative. 

MOIGATION MEASURES 

No significant adverse environmental impacts would result from implementation of any of the 
alternatives; therefore, no mitigation measures are proposed. 

4.1.2 FEDERAL PLANS AND POUCIES 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The project site is located on Federal property. Federal property is not subject to local land use 
regulations; consequently, local land use plans and regulations in the project area do not designate 
land uses for the Navy Broadway Complex. Nevertheless, the site is located in an active, urban 
area, and surrounding land use designations and policies for surrounding property play a major 
role in defining compatibility between the proposed action and surrounding uses. In consideration 
of this, the full range of Federal, state, and local plans for the site and surrounding areas are 
discussed in Sections 4.1.2 through 4.1.4. 

FederaB Aviation Regii3atjons 

The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) identifies compatibility zones around airport nanways 
in which land use restrictions should be considered to protect the public's safety. Tiese include 
Clear Zones and Part 77 Imaginary Surfaces. Clear Zones are fan-shaped (trapezoidal) areas 
extending outward from a runway. Imaginary surfaces are angled surfaces projecting outward and 
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upward from an airport The farther away a property is from an airport, higher structures are 
permitted before the imaginary surface is penetrated. Part 77 of the Federal Aviation Regulations 
defines airspace around civil airports that should be free of obstructions to air navigation during 
critical flight phases. Ideally, no obstructions should penetrate the imaginary surfaces surrounding 
an airfield, as defined in Part 77. The imaginary surfaces are determined by runway length and 
type of navigational approach instrumentation available. Section 4.11, Public Health and Safety, 
provides a detailed discussion of Part 77 requirements for development of the site. The site is 
affected by imaginary surfaces related to operations at both Lindbergh Held to the north and 
North Island Naval Air Station to the west 

Part 77 requires the submission of a Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration (FAA 
Form 7460-1) for any structure that might potentially penetrate one of the imaginary surfaces. 
Tbe submission of this form initiates an airspace study by the FAA of the structure's potential 
impact on air navigation. The FAA makes one of the following determinations regarding the 
proposed structures: 

• Does not require a notice to the FAA 

• Is not identified as an obstruction under any standard of Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 77 and would not be a hazard to air navigation. 

• Is identified as an obstruction under the standards of Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 77 but would not be a hazard to air navigation. 

• Is identified as an obstruction under the standards of Federal Aviation 
Regulations Part 77 and is determined to be a hazard to air navigation. 

Additionally, the FAA may recommend structure marking and lighting for any of these cases. 

CoastaB Zone Management Act Consistency 

The Califomia Coastal Commission (CCC), established in 1972, is responsible for regulating 
development and land uses within the state's coastal zone. The project site is located between 
the coastal zone boundary, as established by state legislation and the Califomia Coastal Plan and 
the waterfront However, the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) provides 
that "lands, the use of which is by law subject solely to discretion of or which is held in trust by 
the Federal Government" are excluded from state regulatory authority over the coastal zone." To 
ensure that Federal actions consider state coastal policies, the U.S. Department of Commerce, 
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, has established regulations (15 CFR 930) for 
the consistency of Federal activities with approved state coastal management programs, in 
accordance with Section 307(c)(1) of the CZMA Section 307(c)(1) states: "each Federal agency 
conducting or supporting activities directly affecting the coastal zone shall conduct or support 
those activities in a manner which is, to the maximum extent practicable, consistent with approved 
state management programs." A Federal activity is defined as any function, including the planning 
and/or construction of facilities, that is performed on behalf of a Federal agency in tbe exercise 
of its statutory responsibilities (15 CFR 93030). 

A Coastal Consistency Determination (CCD) is made by the Navy, with review and comment by 
the CCC For the Navy Broadway Complex Project, the CCD is scheduled to be submitted for 
CCC review and comment following public circulation of this environmental document The CCD 
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evaluates the proposed project's consistency with the applicable policies of the Califoraia Coastal 
Act of 1976 (Division 20 of the State Public Resources Code, Section 30000 e t seq.), which is the 
approved state coastal management program. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

Compliance With Federal Aviation Regulations 

A detailed discussion of the compliance of each alternative with Federal Aviation Regulations is 
presented in Section 4.11.2, page 4-221. 

Compliance With the Coastal Zone Management Act fCZMA) 

A discussion of the proposed projects* compliance with CZMA is presented in Section 4.1.3 
(page 4-18), State of Califomia Plans and Policies. 

No significant environmental impacts are identified herein; therefore, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act provides planning and management policies for 
development within the coastal zone (Pubiic Resources Code Section 30200 et. seq.). Tne key 
policies relevant to the project site include maximizing public access, emphasizing visitor-serving 
commercial uses, protecting coastal resources, and locating new development Consistency with 
the CZMA is based on the project's relationship to policies in Chapter 3 of the act 

The Califoraia Coastal Act requires that each nonfederal jurisdiction located along the coastline 
prepare a Local Coastal Plan (LCP) that provides guidelines and policies for development of 
properties within the coastal zone. The LCP serves as the master plan for development within 
the coastal zone, and includes land use maps depiaing allowable land uses. An LCP and its 
implementation program must be reviewed and certified by the California Coastal Commission 
(CCC) prior to delegating coastal permit authority to the local government Prior to LCP 
certification, the authority to grant coastal development permits remains with the CCC 

The project site is surrounded by coastal zone jurisdiction of the San Diego Unified Port District 
and the City of San Diego (see Figure 4-6). The Port District has coastal jurisdiction along the 
San Diego bayfront in the vicinity of the project site. Its boundaries run approximately along the 
western edge of Pacific Highway at the project site, coincident with the historic mean high tide 
line. The City of San Diego has coasial jurisdiction between ths historic mean high tide line and 
the inland boundary of the coastal zone, which is located along Kettner Boulevard near the 
project site. 
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The LCP for the Port District's jurisdiction is contained within the Port Master Plan that was 
certified in January 1981 by the CCC. The Centre City/Embarcadero Pian, adopted in May 1976 
as a component of the Port Master Plan, focuses on San Diego's central waterfront The Port 
District has an approved LCP and implementation program, therefore, projects within the area 
covered by the plan are subject to review by the CCC only if development extends into the bay 
itself or if the development is not consistent with the LCP. 

The Port District does not designate any land uses or Sand use policies for the Navy Broadway 
Complex, because it is under Federal control The Port's Centre City/Embarcadero Flan 
designates land uses for the areas immediately north, south, and west of the site, as shown on 
Figure 4-7, including commercial recreation (Le., hotels, tourist-oriented uses) to the north and 
northwest; marine terminal and park plaza to the northwest and west; commercial fishing, 
commercial recreation, and park plaza to the west and southwest; and specialty shopping to the 
south. 

The Embarcadero Plan is subdivided into four zones designated with specific land uses and design 
themes. The Navy Broadway Complex site is not located within any of these zones, but is 
between the civic zone lo the north, which is the "zone of highest activity," and the fish harbor 
to the south, which is a tourist and commercial fishing-related zone. 

In the project vicinity, the City of San Diego s LCP covers a stnp c 
mean high tide line along Pacific Highway and tbe coastal zone boundary at Kettner Boulevard 
(Figure 4-6, page 4-19). The LCP, which was adopted by the CCC on January 13, 1988, defers 
land use designations in the project vicinity to the Centre City Plan and the other City planning 
documents (Lc, the Columbia and Marina redevelopment plans) that address land uses within the 
coastal zone. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED) ALTERNATIVES 

A summaiy of coastal consistency issues related to public access, coastal developmenl, and visual 
resource policies is presented herein. The full discussion of the Navy's Coastal Consistency 
Determination (CCD) is being submitted for review by the California Coastal Commission (CCC) 
following the public circulation period of this environmental document 

FabSic Access Policies 

The development of any of the mixed-use alternatives (Alternatives A B, C, D, and F) would 
substantially improve public access to the waterfront. The five alternatives that contain both Navy 
and private development (Alternatives A B, C, D, and F) would open public access to the 
waterfront from inland blocks where none now exists on E, F, and G Streets. The resulting 
improvement of public access would greatly enhance the pedestrian and vehicular circulation at 
the waterfront, especially at G Street where a direct connection to the G Street Mole would be 
provided. Design guidelines for these alternatives include broad pedestrian ways through the 
project with 35 feet in width allocated on E and F Streets and 60 feet on G Street These 
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features maximize perpendicular access to the waterfront, consistent with the public access policies 
of the California Coastal Act 

Alternative E represents minimal new development to accommodate the Navy's office objective, 
and does not enable construction of the Navy facilities at a reduced cost. As a result, the 
feasibility of providing public access is diminished. Despite this, the alternative would open E 
Street to public vehicle and pedestrian access, which would improve the current situation. Also, 
informal pedestrian access would be possible across the surface parking area on Blocks 3 and 4. 
This alternative would maximize public access to the extent feasible and would be consistent with 
the state coastal policies. 

Alternative G (no action) would perpetuate the current lack of perpendicular waterfront access 
through the project site. 

Alternatives A B, and F would provide public open space at the foot of Broadway, which would 
also substantially enhance waterfront access and public use. Alternative A includes a full 
waterfront block plus approximately one-third of an adjacent inland block (1.9 acres total) of Navy 
land as open space. Alternatives B and D include a 0.5-acre open space area at the corner of 
Broadway and Harbor Drive. Open space for Alternative F includes the waterfront block 
mentioned in Alternative A plus the adjacent inland block (3.5 acres). Provision of waterfront 
open space is consistent with public access policies, and a substantial public benefit 

None of the alternatives alter the existing space available for lateral access along the waterfront 
next to the project site (i.eM Harbor Drive and the promenade). The mixed-use alternatives ( A 
B, C, D, and F) provide an important benefit with a mid-block pedestrian-way parallel to Harbor 

Alternatives A B, C, D, E, and F would include sufficient onsite parking to accommodate project-
generated traffic in light of the project's location in a transit-served, downtown area (see 
Section 4.2, page 4-60). The proximity of the project to the planned Bayside Line of the light rail 
transit system, the AMTRAK station, and existing bus lines provides substantia] transit access for 
all of the alternatives. In addition, off-peak project times (evenings, weekends) generally coincide 
with times that waterfront visitation is highest The project would, therefore, provide additional 
parking to the waterfront when demand for public access to the waterfront is highest The transit 
availability and adequate provision of parking are consistent with public access policies. 

Coastal Development Policies 

The uses proposed for Alternatives A B, C, D, and F consist of Navy (maritime related) activities, 
visitor-serving development (e.g., hotel or supporting retail uses), and commercial development 
that is necessary to ensure the overall project's economic feasibility. Alternative E, which includes 
only Navy offices, is a maritime-related activity. The project site is located within an urban area 
on an already developed site, so it does not adversely affect sensitive, natural coastal, or marine 
resources. Consequently, all alternatives that include new development, including Aiternative E, 
would be consistent with Coastal Act policies regarding the location and type of new development 
in the coastal zone. 

The office, hotel, and retail uses proposed for Alternatives A, 3 , C, D, and F would be compa2ibie 
with land uses adjacent to the project site, as discussed previously. Adjacent planned uses in the 
SDUPD and City of San Diego LCPs consist of similar commercial and visitor-serving uses. 
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Visual Resource Policies 

By opening E, F, and G Streets through the project site. Alternatives A B, Q D, and F would 
increase the visibility of the bay from inland vantage points. Coastal views along the waterfront 
would remain unchanged, because new structures would not encroach into the Harbor Drive and 
promenade corridor. The design guidelines for the project are written to reinforce the urban 
design objectives of the local plans for adjacent property, so Alternatives A B, C, D, and F would 
be compatible with the planned urban design themes for the waterfront. Therefore, these 
alternatives would be consistent with Coastal Act visual resource policies. 

Alternative E would be a low-intensity development with buildings on the northern three blocks. 
Surface parking would be located on the east side of these blocks and on the entirety of tbe 
southern block. Visual access to the water from inland points would be substantially increased 
due primarily to the removal of existing buildings obstructing views on the southern blocks. 
Consequently, this alternative would also be consistent with coastal visual resource policies. 

Alternative G would retain current view obstructions from inland vantage points, contrary to the 
objectives of the Coastai Act policies. No change from existing conditions would result 

MHIGATION MEASURES 

No mitigation measures are necessary, because the proposed new development alternatives are 
consistent with coastal policies. 

4.1.4 REGIONAL AGENCY PLANS AND POUCIES 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

San OSego Association of Goveraments PoKdes 

The San Diego Association of Governments (SANDAG) is a regional agency established to 
oversee and plan for regional growth. SANDAG develops and publishes regional growth 
projections and participates in the development of such regional programs as air quality 
management planning. SANDAG also participates in and administers multi-agency studies. 
SANDAG commissioned a study entitled "Central Bayfront/Broadway Complex Development 
Strategies, Final Report" (1988), which focused on the planning and development processes 
necessary for managing growth that is forecast to occur in the "Central Bayfront" area, which 
covers 270 acres, including the Navy Broadway Complex. The study was sponsored by the 
Broadway Complex Coordinating Group (BCCG), a group comprised of the Navy and other 
Central Bayfront property owners, community groups, local agencies, and local civic and business 
leaders. The study was prepared in recognition of a perceived lack of coordination between 
jurisdictions, landowners, and interest groups regarding future development in the Central 
Bayfront The study evaluates opportunities and constraints for development of the Central 
Bayfront As a result of this study, the BCCG prepared and adopted in 1989 ihe Centra! Bayfront 
Design Principles (1989). 

The j^entral Bayfront Design Principles is a comprehensive set of principles lo guide the design 
of future development in the Central Bayfront The Central Bayfront Design Principles was 
adopted by the BCCG and proposed for consideration and ultimate adoption by the Centre City 
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Planning Committee (CCPC), the City of San Diego, the U.S. Navy, the County of San Diego, 
Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC), and the San Diego Unified Port District. 

Tne following is a summary of design guidelines endorsed in the Central Bayfront Design 
Principles: 

• Development should make a transition in scale and intensity, stepping down from 
the downtown core to the waterfront 

• Development at the waterfront should be spaciously sited to provide physical and 
visual access to the water's edge. 

• Parking should be provided in accordance with City-adopted parking ratios, and 
all paridng should be in encapsulated structures incorporated into building design, 
with a minimum of two below-ground levels before any above-ground levels are 
constructed. 

• A wide mix of land uses and activities should be encouraged along Ihe bayfront. 

• Development should include publicly oriented facilities that serve the San Diego 
community and visitors to the City. 

• All development should incorporate the amenity of the waterfront in its design 
and be planned and sited to complement the design premise of development in 
an urban park-like environment 

Additional guidelines specific to the Navy Broadway Complex were also developed A Soor area 
ratio (FAR) of 7,0 was adopted for new development on Block 1, a 6.5 FAR was adopted on 
Block 2, and a 5.5 FAR was adopted on Blocks 3 and 4. The guidelines provide for a distribution 
of FAR between blocks within a single ownership to achieve open space and massing objectives. 
An overall FAR of 6.13 would apply to the entire site. A "significant civic place" is encouraged 
at Broadway and Harbor Drive to include open space, landscaping, and public assembly areas. 
Adjacent to the civic place would be a museum and other cultural uses, 

Tbe Central Bavfront Design Principles was adopted and approved for distribution to participating 
agencies on September 22, 1989, by the BCCG and adopted and approved by the Centre City 
Planning Committee (CCPC) on November 9, 1989. 

A discussion of SANDAG growth projections is provided in Section 4.5, Socioeconomics 
(page 4-129). Air quality planning is discussed in Section 4.8, Air Quality (page 4-154). 

Metropolitan Transit Bevelonment Board 

Formation of the Metropoliian Transit Development Board (MTDB) was authorized in 1975 by 
the passage of California Senate Bill 101. The MTDB consists of 15 appointed individuals from 
the San Diego City Council, city councils of several other cities within the San Diego region, and 
the County of San Diego Board of Supervisors, plus one individual representing the State of 
California. The MTDB jurisdiction covers approximately 570 square miles of southwestern San 
Diego County. Tbe MTDB maintains several subsidiary corporations, including the San Diego 
Trolley, Inc., which provides light rail transit (LRT) service; the San Diego Transit Corporation 
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(SDTC), the county's major bus operator; and San Diego & Arizona Eastern Railway Company 
(SD&AE), a railroad system covering over 108 miles of track right-of-way. 

Existing major transit facilities within the Centre City area are described in Section 4.2 
(page 4-35), Transportation/Circulation, and are shown on Figure 4-11, page 4-41. The nearest 
existing LRT line to the Navy Broadway Complex is the terminus of the South line on C Street, 
near the Santa Fe Station northeast of the site. The nearest planned LRT line is the Bayfront 
ifne, which is planned to be aligned within the existing Santa Fe right-of-way, one block east of 
the site. 

Conformance W!th SANDAG PoMdes 

Alternatives A and F would be in substantial compliance with the guidelines expressed in the 
Centra! Bayfront Design Principles (1989). Each alternative would be designed to: 

Step down to the waterfront. 

Open up and provide physical and visual access to the waterfront 

Have a minimum of two below-grade parking structures before any parking is 
provided above grade (to the extent engineering is feasible). 

Provide a wide mix of land uses. 

Include publicly oriented facilities. 

Include wide sidewalks and an open space at the foot of Broadway to create a 
park-like environment 

Tlie prescribed FAR is exceeded on Block 2, but the overall FAR for these alternatives (5.45 for 
Alternative A and 5.70 for Alternative F) is well within the 6.13 FAR established for the entire 
site. As previously described, the guidelines allow the distribution of FAR across the entire site 
to achieve open space and massing objectives. Both of these alternatives would allow for the 
creation of a significant civic area at Broadway and Harbor Drive, with Alternative A providing 
1.9 acres and Alternative F providing 3.5 acres of open space on the Navy Broadway Complex site. 
If combined with adjacent properties owned by the City of San Diego and the Port District, up 
to 10 acres of open space could be created. Both of these alternatives include a museum adjacent 
to the open space area, which is consistent wilh the guidelines. The only inconsistency between 
these alternatives and guidelines is the amount of onsite parking. The draft CCPC plan 
recommends a ratio of one space per 1,000 SF of office and retail space. This is below the 
historic demand for parking spaces in the downtown core, but, with a combination of 
traffic/parking control measures (see Section 4.2, page 4-60), this lower level of parking is 
intended to reduce traffic in the Centre City core. A ratio of 1.23 spaces per 1,000 SF of Navy 
office is proposed by the Navy, 0.23 space in excess of that proposed by the City. However, the 
additional 0.23 space per 1,000 SF is to be used for Navy fleet vehicle storage. These vehicles are 
not generally used during the peak hour, so this addition of space would not result in any 
additional environmental impacts. Proposed parking for retail is four spaces pet 1,000 SF, but 
given that only 25,000 SF of retail is proposed, proposed parking would exceed City-recommended 
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parking by only 75 vehicles, which would not be substantial. The impact of not meeting this 
guideline is, therefore, not significant The substantial compliance with the guidelines expressed 
in the Central Bayfront Design Principles would be a beneficial change over the existing 
conditions at the site. 

None of the other alternatives meet all the guidelines expressed in the design principles. 
Alternative B would not provide the same opportunity as Alternatives A and F to create a 
significant civic place at Broadway and Harbor Drive. It would provide only a 0.5-acre plaza in 
this area. Alternative D is the same as Alternative B, but does not include a museum. There 
would be an adverse impact from these alternatives, as they would inhibit implementation of a 
locally adopted plan. Nevertheless, the impact would not be significant as there would still be the 
opportunity to develop an open space at Broadway and Harbor Drive, although it would be on 
a smaller scale than envisioned, and all other basic guidelines in the design principles would be 

Alternatives C and E provide no open space at the foot of Broadway and no museum. This 
would also be an adverse impact on the ability to implement a locally adopted plan. In the case 
of these alternatives, a significant element of the plan would not be implemented-the provision 
of an open space at Broadway and Harbor Drive. Therefore, the impact would be considered 
significant. 

The current onsite conditions would be retained with Alternative G, so this alternative would 
not be consistent with the design prindples. This would not foe a significant impact, because 
there would be no change in existing conditions. 

Conformance Wlah Metropolitan Transit Development Board Folides 

Tlie proposed alternatives' use of transit facilities operated by the MTDB is discussed in 
Section 4.22, page 4-64. 

No environmental impacts would result from the proposed alternatives; therefore, no mitigation 
measures are necessary. 

4.1.5 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

General land use plans and policies applicable to the project vicinity are contained in the City of 
San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan and the Centre City Community Plan. The 1976 
Centre City Community Plan is currently being updated by the Centre City Planning Committee 
(CCPC), a 26-member volunteer committee comprised of dvic and business leaders appointed by 
the mayor and City Council. The committee includes a representative of ihe Navy. 

The Centre City Development Corporation (CCDC), the City's redevelopment agency for 
downtown, has prepared redevelopment and urban design documents. CCDC planning documents 
that provide guidelines for development ia downtown San Diego and along the bayfront include 
the Urban, Design Program for Centre City, the Marina Redevelopment Plan, and the Columbia 
Redevelopment Plan. 



Cat? of San Diego Progress Gnide and General Plan 

The City of San Diego Progress Guide and General Plan, adopted in 1979, divides the City into 
44 community planning areas. The project site is located within the boundaries of the Centre City 
community planning area. Of all the planning documents that designate land uses in the project 
vicinity, the City's Progress Guide is the most general Community plans contain more specific 
land use goals and policies for each community. The Progress Guide and Genera! Flan map 
(updated in 1985) designates the project site for "mixed land uses." Areas surrounding the project 
site to the north, south, east, and west are also designated for "mixed land uses." The area farther 
south of the project site and Seaport Village are designated "resource based parks/park and 
recreation." 

Centre City Commtmlty Plan 

The Centre City Community Plan, adopted by the City Coundl in 1976, provides policies for 
development in downtown San Diego. The plan is currently being updated. An objective of the 
plan is to "maintain and strengthen the role of Centre City as the prime cultural, administrative, 
economic, and governmental center of the entire region..,."7 Policies aimed at achieving this 
objective include promoting growth and intensifying land uses in Centre City, coordinating 
development with other agencies with jurisdiction in Centre City (e.g.. Fort District), implementing 
urban design guidelines, and maximizing urban open space. 

The community plan recognizes the importance of integrating waterfront amenities and balancing 
land uses in the Embarcadero area, although the Embarcadero is primarily under the jurisdiction 
and land use control of the Port District Major Sand holdings in the Centra! Bayfront area of ihe 
Embarcadero are under the ownership of the County of San Diego and the Navy, as well as the 
Fort District The project site is located in the Embarcadero area within the Central Bayfront. 

The Centre City Community Plan divides Centre City into seven subareas. The project site is not 
under the Jurisdiction provided by the plan, but is surrounded by the boundaries of the Columbia 
Subarea north of F Street and the Marina Subarea south of F Slreet Figure 4-8 depicts the 
planning boundary for these subareas. 

Columbia Subarea 

The goal of future development within the Columbia Subarea is "to intensify development in this 
Subarea, maximize its location adjoining the Waterfront to create a strong linkage with the present 
Business Core." The plan proposes a full range of land uses in this area, including commercial 
retail, specialty shops, office, commercial recreation, residential, and public and semi-public uses, 
including government offices and convention facilities. Since the preparation of the 
Redevelopment Plan, ihe site for the proposed Convention Center has been relocated to Harbor 
Drive, between Market Street and Fifth Street. 

Although outside of its jurisdiction, the Center City Community Plan's Columbia Subarea includes 
land use recommendations for the Navy Broadway Complex. Tbe plan views the site as two 
distinct areas: Blocks 1 and 2, upon which the most visually evident uses are located, and Blocks 3 
and 4, with "low-rise structures, which tend to wall off xhe waterfront" The uses on Blocks 1 
and 2 are described in the community plan as areas to consolidate Navy uses, while including a 
plaza along Broadway. The plan suggests that Blocks 3 and 4 are too valuable for the Navy 
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ases they support, and that these uses should be moved to existing Navy facilities located 
throughout the City of San Diego. 

The boundaries of the Columbia Subarea coincide wilh the boundaries of the Columbia 
Redevelopment Project (with the exclusion of the Embarcadero area). The redevelopment project 
is subsequently discussed. 

Madna Subarea 

The goal for future development of the Marina Subarea as identified in the Centre City 
Community Plan is "to create a new residential community on privately owned Hands, oriented to 
San Diego Bay and the Horton Plaza Redevelopment Project"10 The plan recommends the 
creation of a new residential neighborhood and waterfront recreation area. Preferably, new 
housing would "vary from dwellings over ground-floor uses to garden and high-rise apartments 
sited in a spadous park-like environment" In addition, the plan encourages a mixed-use element 
in the Marina Subarea, where townhouse and high-rise residential buildings would contain 
commercial retail, services, and office uses. 

The boundaries of the Marina Subarea coindde with the Marina Redevelopment Project 
boundaries. 

As an interim step in the Centre City Community Plan update process, a Concept Plan (1989) has 
been prepared by the Centre City Planning Committee (CCPQ to provide a general framework 
for the updated community plan. This is not an adopted plan, and is highly dynamic at this point. 
The Centre City Concept Plan divides the Centre City inlo 12 geographic areas. The project site 
is within the area designated as the "Waterfront" The boundaries of the waterfront roughly 
coincide with the Embarcadero (Figure 4-8, page 4-28). The emphasis for development and use 
of the waterfront is for "public access, open space, views, public/tourist oriented activities along 
the water," and "mixed-use/office in adjacent areas." n The Navy is participating with the CCPC 
in the preparation of the plan. 

The offsite location for Alternative D would be in either the East Broadway Anchor (Centre City 
East) or the easterly area of the Central Core of the Concept Plan. The East Broadway Anchor 
replaces in name the northerly area of the college district The East Broadway Anchor is seen 
primarily as a major educational/institutional use area, with FARs dictated by use, and the Central 
Core is seen as a high density commerdal/office area, with FARs up to 10. 

Centre City Pevelopment Corporation fCCDO Planning Documents 

Tbe CCDC is an advisory body created in 1975 by the Redevelopment Agency of the City of San 
Diego. The advisory body is under contract with the agency and the City of San Diego. Tlie 
CCDC was organized to plan and implement redevelopment plans and related activities in the 
Centre City of the City of San Diego. CCDC policy is established by a seven-member board that 
is appointed by the City Council. The primary objective of the CCDC is to eEminate blight, and 
to provide for orderly development that includes residential, commercial, and public uses through 
the redevelopment process. The CCDC currently administers the redevelopment of approximately 
325 acres in the Marina, Columbia, Horton Plaza, and Gaslamp Quarter subareas. It is currently 
antidpated that the CCDC may administer an additional 400 acres in the Centre City East and 
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Barrio Logan subareas, and may eventually administer redevelopment projects in portions of the 
Core, Corlez Kill, and Harborview. 

Both the Columbia and the Marina redevelopment projects extend through the projeci sile and 
out to the Centre City Community Plan boundary into San Diego Bay. Blocks 1 and 2 of the 
project site, north of the extension of F Street, are within the Columbia project area, and Blocks 3 
and 4, south of the extension of F Street, are within the Marina project area. However, the 
CCDC has no land use jurisdiction within the Embarcadero area, where the project site is located. 
Nevertheless, new taxable development that is located within the Columbia and Marina 
redevelopment subareas, regardless of whether it is within the Embarcadero area, provides 
property tax increment funds to the City of San Diego Redevelopment Agency. 

The Columbia Redevelopment Project Land Use Map designates mixed land uses to the east and 
northeast of the site, north of F Street, as depicted on Figure 4-7, page 4-21. Uses include office, 
commerdal, hotel, and housing. The Marina Redevelopment Project Land Use Map designates 
residential, mixed uses, and commercial recreation (le., hotel) uses east of the site and south of 
F Street 

Urban Design Program 

The Centre City Urban Design Program (1983) was prepared by the CCDC as an element of the 
Centre City Community Plan to guide development designs in the Marina and Columbia 
redevelopment project subareas. The project site is located within the Embarcadero Urban 
Design Area. Tlie Embarcadero is described as "the place where San Diego meets the sea" and 
where pedestrian opportunities and visual access should be maximized. 

The urban design program describes guidelines that are relevant to potential new development 
on the Navy Broadway Complex site, including the following: 

• Pedestrian-oriented streets, walkways, and plazas are to be located along the 
roadways that border the project site (i.e.. Harbor Drive, Broadway, and Pacific 
Highway), as depicted on Figure 4-5, page 4-11. A public park/green space is 
shown along Harbor Drive between the Navy Pier on the north and G Street on 
the south. The Port District has recently completed the pedestrian-oriented 
walkways and public park/green space along Harbor Drive as a segment of a 
proposed waterfront promenade. 

• Market Street and Broadway from Pacific Highway east and Pacific Highway 
throughout the project area and adjacent to the site, are designated as "Gateway 
Streets," because they link the most intensively developed areas of the Centre 
City with the waterfront Gateway streets are intended to serve as the major 
vehicular thoroughfares and should have visually attractive adjacent development. 

• Broadway is depicted as a "Central Area Activity Corridor" throughout the 
project area and adjacent to the site. Urban forms lhat complement this 
designation are intended to create an "intensely urban atmosphere...by using hard 
surface materials, introducing formal landscaping and lining the streets with retail 
and entertainment activities."12 
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The design program emphasizes protection of significant views to the waterfront and the Cityscape 
in the design of new buildings. 

There are a number of other guidelines for design presented in the design program, and a 
complete description can be found in lhat document The primary mechanism for implementing 
the urban design program for any project is through development agreements between project 
applicants and the City of San Diego. The CCDC serves as the design review body for proposed 
developments in areas affected by the program. 

ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES OF THE PROPOSED ALTERNATIVES 

General Plan Compatibility 

Alternatives A, B, C, D, and F are all compatible with the "mixed land uses" designation for the 
project site in tbe San Diego Process Guide and General Plan. Each alternative includes a mix 
of commercial, office, retail, and hotel uses, which are consistent with the designation. No adverse 
land use effects associated with General Plan compatibility would be associated with these 
alternatives. 

A precise location for the ofisite component of Alternative D has nol been established, so its 
compatibility with any land use designations has not been determined. However, because it would 
be in an area generally devoted to office and institutional uses, it would probably be consistent 

Alternative E includes only office uses. This is one of the land uses included in the mixed land 
uses category, so would also be considered compatible. As a result no adverse environmental 
effects would occur. 

Alternative G, which includes industrial/warehouse land uses as well as office uses, would not be 
compatible with this land use designation because industrial uses are nol among the uses included 
in the mixed land use category. Since this alternative represents no change from the existing 
environmental conditions and no new development would occur, no significant environmental 
impact would be created. 

Compatibility With the 1976 Centre Citv Community Plan 

The Columbia Subarea of the Centre City Community Plan includes policies for redevelopment 
of the Navy Broadway Complex. The Marina Subarea does not Therefore, this discussion 
focuses on the compatibility of the proposed alternatives with the adjacent Columbia Subarea. 

Alternatives A B, D, and F would help implement the goal of creating a strong linkage between 
the waterfront and the downtown core, with the more intensive office uses on the easterly area 
of Blocks 1 and 2 adjacent to the Columbia Subarea (wilh its more intensive office and 
commercial uses) stepping down to the waterfront-oriented uses along Harbor Drive. The 
plaza/open space area shown in these alternatives at the foot of Broadway, the consolidation of 
Navy uses on Block 2 (except with Alternative D, in which most Navy uses are moved to Centre 
City East), and the removal of Navy uses from Blocks 3 and 4 and replacement with more 
waterfront-oriented uses are compatible with the stated goals of the Columbia Subarea. Since 
ihese alternatives help to implement the goals of the Columbia Subarea, the impacts associated 
with these alternatives would be beneficial. 
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